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The purpose of this dissertation is to contribute to the body of knowledge on 
indigenous governance, specifically that of Native Americans and Alaska Natives. This 
project examined how differing circumstances of Native Nations influence how Native 
Nations leaders perceive their ability to govern and their relationships with non-
indigenous entities. It sought a greater understanding of the cultural adaptations of Native 
Nations, and how these adaptations influence governance and relationships with state and 
federal government entities. To gather information, surveys were sent out to all leaders of 
Native Nations in the United States, according to the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) 
listing of tribal leaders. In addition, interviews were conducted in person and by phone. 
Rather than providing a significant amount of data that can be the basis for sweeping 
generalizations, this dissertation presents a contribution to the body of knowledge on 
indigenous governance, focusing an examination of the unique circumstances of Native 
Nations, and how leaders of Native Nations in the United States have creatively adapted 
to these circumstances. The research contributes to scholar efforts to incorporate the 
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CHAPTER I - INTRODUCTION 
This dissertation explores the dynamics of indigenous governance in the United 
States, examining tribal governments and the way they relate to non-tribal government 
entities.1 Below, the research questions and hypotheses are laid out, followed by an 
overview of the relevance of the topic, a brief discussion of methodology, summary, and 
specification of the structure of the dissertation.  
Research Questions and Hypotheses 
This project seeks to address two related research questions and hypotheses, 
which are as follows. 
First, how do different circumstances of tribes2 in the United States affect their 
ability to govern? In response to that question, the dissertation presents and assesses the 
extent of the validity of the following hypothesis. The corporate structure allows tribal 
leaders greater agency than the reservation system (measured by the perception of the 
tribal leaders of their ability to affect outcomes positively for their tribe). Tribes affected 
by the Alaska Native corporations have more flexibility in the way they govern because 
they are not subject to the same restrictions as the reservation system, which is governed 
                                                 
1 This researcher approaches the topic of indigenous government as an outsider, a Caucasian 
without Native American heritage. My interest in the topic originally grew from research in Latin America, 
where I became increasingly aware of the great diversity of indigenous groups in Latin America, which 
eventually led to a desire to explore the situation of indigenous groups in the United States. While an 
outsider, I have benefitted from being able to visit with indigenous people in Panama and Costa Rica, 
consult with indigenous scholars in Latin America and the United States, and have the knowledge of one of 
my committee members, a Native American professor, as well as the assistance of the Sealaska Heritage 
Foundation in Juneau. Like all studies, this dissertation has shortcomings, and as Pulitano observes, it is 
necessary to “continually scrutinize my own position” (117). Nonetheless, every effort has been made to 
avoid making Native Americans and Alaska Native merely “subjects” of the study, rather their active 
involvement has been sought throughout the study. 
 
2 It is important to note that some find the term “tribe” to be derogatory term. However, given that it is a 
legal term and the fact that it is still in used by some indigenous groups, this term is used interchangeably 
with Native Nation or indigenous group in this dissertation. 
 
2 
by the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA). Despite the fact that corporations are considered 
antithetical to tribal beliefs, tribes have creatively adapted to the corporate model, 
forming for-profit and non-profit corporations and tribal organizations that promote 
Alaska Native culture. Second, how does the agency of tribal leaders, in addition to 
cultural adaptations of the tribe, affect the amount of conflict that ensues between 
tribes and non-tribal entities? In response to that question, the dissertation presents and 
assesses the extent of the validity of the following hypothesis: Tribes whose governments 
have higher levels of native decision-making and more cultural adaptations have less 
conflict with non-tribal government entities. The level of conflict will be assessed by 
examining the survey results which speak to perceptions of conflict and with the states 
and federal government, and also an examination of actual lawsuits filed by the tribes 
against the federal government.  
This study addresses these issues by first comparing and contrasting the political 
milestones and legal status of Native Americans in the lower 48 states with those of 
Alaska Natives. Alaska’s system is unique in that Alaskan Native land claims were 
settled by the formation of native corporations, an experiment that remains controversial 
because of the inherent contradiction of indigenous culture with corporate, for-profit 
culture. Tribes who chose to participate, which the vast majority of Alaskan tribes, were 
required to form regional and village corporations to manage the land and economic 
activities. These corporations chose the lands they would manage, within limits 
(Dombrowski 2007). While corporations are normally an exclusively economic 
arrangement, Alaska Native corporations also have cultural and political missions. The 
regional corporations are for-profit but also charged with carrying out economic activities 
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that benefit the shareholders in a culturally appropriate way. The 1971 Alaska Native 
Claims Settlement Act (ANCSA) specifies that Alaskan Natives born by December 18, 
1971 receive shares in the corporations. The corporations gained title to 45.5 million 
acres of land and the gradual transfer of $962.5 million to the corporations. In exchange, 
Alaskan Natives gave up claims on 360 million acres of land, including areas rich in oil 
deposits (Chaffee 2008; GAO 2012; Blatchford 2013). Few tribes did not accept ANCSA 
and form corporations, but one that opted out allowed for the creation of Alaska’s only 
reservation: Metlakatla Indian Community located on the Annette Islands Reserve. 
This study seeks to not only compare and contrast governance among tribes 
affected by the corporations with the one Alaskan reservation, but also with tribes on 
reservations in the lower 48 states by seeking input from all tribal leaders in the United 
States. The findings will contribute to the existing literature on indigenous governance, 
comparing and contrasting tribal government on reservations to tribal governments 
formed under the unusual circumstance of indigenous lands subsumed under 
corporations. Further, it will provide an in-depth look at how tribal governments have 
creatively adapted to their circumstances.  
Indigenous issues globally 
While this study focuses on tribal governance in the United States, this topic has 
global importance. Indigenous people throughout the world are forming movements to 
demand greater rights and, in some cases, try to gain some limited form of compensation 
for the considerable losses incurred as a result of colonialism. For example, in the 1990s, 
the Zapatistas arose to fight for their land in Mexico and protest globalization. In Bolivia, 
an indigenous person, President Evo Morales, was elected for the first time in 2005 and 
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has clung tightly to power by facilitating changes in the constitution that allowed him to 
stay in power in an authoritarian manner through 2020. Indigenous peoples throughout 
the world have united in international congresses to seek greater rights; the results are 
seen in new declarations and changing norms. The International Labour Order 
Convention No 169 (ILO 169) was established in 1989 in order to recognize indigenous 
rights to self-determination and dispensation of their resources. ILO 169, which to date 
has been ratified by 22 countries, calls for governments everywhere to work with 
indigenous peoples to develop plans to protect their rights and respect their culture. The 
United States has not ratified ILO 169. Building on the growing movements for rights of 
indigenous peoples, the United Nations Declaration on the Rights of the Indigenous 
(UNDRIP) was widely adopted by 143 states in 2007. In 2001, according to its website, 
the United Nations’ Commission on Human rights appointed a Special Rapporteur to 
advocate for the rights of indigenous peoples.  
Nonetheless, conflicts over the use of indigenous lands continue in countries such 
as Brazil, Costa Rica, and Panama, where indigenous communities are protesting mining, 
the construction of hydroelectric dams, and destruction of forests. These disputes have 
led to legal and physical battles between security forces and protestors, resulting in 
injuries and deaths in Brazil, Costa Rica, and Panama (Giraldo 2016). Panama touts its 
system of comarcas, or reservations, that nominally gives the indigenous peoples 
autonomy, but the government actively interferes in tribal governments (Watts, Brannum, 
and Ruff 2014). The battle over the rights to mine and build hydroelectric dams that 
affects indigenous lands continues in Panama, wherein protests against the dams by 
indigenous groups are regular occurrence—many injuries and several deaths have been 
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attributed to this conflict since protests began in 1999 (Amnesty International 2012; 
International Rivers 2013), and at the present time, the conflict remains unsettled (Barnett 
2017). In Costa Rica, indigenous peoples are frequently the victims of attack when trying 
to assert their claims to land that is designated to them by Costa Rican law. A conflict 
over a hydroelectric dam that was projected to flood over 200 sacred indigenous sites in 
Costa Rica was resolved peacefully in 2016 when the Supreme Court halted the project 
for failing to consult the indigenous, noting that it violated not only Costa Rican law but 
international norms that Costa Rica has endorsed (McPhaul 2017). 
The indigenous of Australia are protesting the underrepresentation of indigenous 
peoples and the lack of relationship with the central government (Redfern Statement 
2016). Australia defunded the National Congress of Australia’s First Peoples, which was 
established in 2010. The disconnect between the indigenous and the government has led 
to a lack of indigenous agency and input into policies, and thus exacerbated problems in 
the indigenous community. Australia has a program called “Closing the Gap,” designed 
to assist indigenous communities through a program much like the Millennium 
Development Goals. Malcolm Turnbull, the Prime Minister of Australia, noted that 
program, which marked its ten-year anniversary in 2016, is projected to only meet one of 
seven goals in 2017. Some of the major problems plaguing the aboriginals of Australia 
are low literacy and life expectancy rates and disproportionately high rates of 
incarceration and suicide (Medhora 2016). 
In the United States, it is clear that the issue of indigenous rights is no more 
settled than it is in other nations. Native Hawaiians are still negotiating their status in the 
United States. President Clinton formally apologized to Native Hawaiians through an 
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Apology Resolution, passed by Congress in 1993. Native Hawaiians continue to debate 
the merits of federal recognition as indigenous peoples (Altemus-Williams 2015). Since 
the inception of the project in 2010, Native Americans, and others, were galvanized to 
protest the Keystone XL pipeline; many pledge to strongly resist US federal government 
policies that support the pipelines, believing they jeopardize reservation water sources 
and could worsen climate change (Fulton 2017). Native Americans, and their supporters, 
are in both political and physical conflict with the United States government; even some 
military veterans have professed a willingness to become human shields for the Native 
Americans at Standing Rock, North Dakota (Levin 2017). 
The history of conflict between the US federal government and Native 
Americans, and the atrocities that occurred in the lower 48 states, has been documented 
extensively by scholars of history; what is less well-known is the experiment attempted 
with Alaska Natives. In seeking a quick, yet equitable way to settle indigenous land 
claims, in 1971, Alaska Native corporations were given titles to land and the Alaskan 
Natives who chose to participate became shareholders. While some studies have been 
done on the economic effects of these corporations, there has been little scholarship 
regarding the effects on governance that this system created, nor how it compares to the 
only Alaskan Native reservation and reservations in other states. Moreover, Alaskan 
Natives account for a substantial portion of the native population of the United States; 
approximately 229 of the 573 tribes in the United States are Alaskan Native tribes. 
Alaskan Natives also make up more than 19% of the population of Alaska, a higher 
proportion than in any other state (Keel 2018). The indigenous number is about 5.4 
million, approximately 2% of the United States’ population overall as of 2014 (American 
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Community Survey 2014). This study seeks to fill a gap in the literature and scholarship 
on the indigenous by examining tribal governance throughout the United States, 
particularly how the tribal leaders themselves assess the system under which they 
operate. Moreover, it seeks to add to the theoretical body of work situating indigenous 
issues in the discipline of international relations. 
Contribution to Discipline 
Literature on tribal governance and how it is affected by the unique circumstances 
of Native Americans and Alaska Natives in the United States is paltry, and literature 
comparing and contrasting the mechanisms of governance for these two groups is even 
scarcer. Moreover, indigenous studies are often classified as ethnic studies and put in a 
separate silo apart from international relations theory (Lightfoot 2016). Tribal 
governments, and their relationship to the state and federal government and to 
international entities such as the United Nations, influence socioeconomic and culture 
outcomes, as well as the incidence of conflict. Thus, it is important to study indigenous 
issues and perspectives in the context of other disciplines, as events that occur with the 
indigenous do happen in isolation, they are related societal issues and political currents. 
Historically, indigenous people have suffered from two related issues. First, they 
are often in conflict with colonizing or dominant powers, both physically and politically. 
Second, indigenous populations throughout the world tend to be poorer than the non-
indigenous residing in the same state. According to the World Bank, the indigenous make 
up about 5% of the world population, but 15% of the “extreme poor,” defined as those 
who subsist on less than $1.90 daily (World Bank 2018, para 2). The US census indicates 
that about 15.5% of the total United States population falls below the federal poverty 
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line; for Native Americans, this number is 28.3% (GAO 2016). Anderson and Parker 
(2008) observe that there are few robust studies that show why Native Americans are 
economically disadvantaged compared to the rest of the population. Cornell and Kalt 
(2003, 10) emphasize that “culture and the institutions of governance are a crucial pair of 
factors in development.” However, monetary wealth and income per capita have a 
different meaning for indigenous peoples (Mason 2000; Martin 2003). Martin asserts that 
“There may also be a conscious and clearly articulated rejection of the development 
ideology of the dominant society” (2003, 7); thus, a direct comparison of wealth alone is 
not always the most useful tool to assess well-being.  
This study proposes to approach this issue by comparing and contrasting the 
political, economic, and social outcomes for indigenous people groups that are in similar 
historical and geographic circumstances but fall under different economic and social 
structures. Because of circumstances that are unique to Alaskan tribes, such as the 
geographic separation from the mainland United States, the late entry of Alaska as a state 
to the United States, and the formation of corporations as a way to settle native land 
claims, Alaska presents a fertile ground to study tribal-government relations and the way 
that tribes adapt their governance structures and cultural practices to differing 
circumstances and how this compares to tribes in the lower 48 states.  
Tribal leaders on reservations in all states will be surveyed to gain comparative 
perspective of reservations. While potentially low survey result rates may mean that the 
results may not be generalizable, if results are gleaned from different geographic areas 
that allow for a comparison of tribal governance in the lower 48 and Alaska, they will 
contribute to a body of knowledge about unique cultural practices and governance about 
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an under-studied population, American Indians/Alaskan Natives. Mason (2000), Hansen 
and Skopek (2011) and Ferguson (2016), among others, point to a gap in the literature on 
indigenous governance. Ronquillo (2011, 290) asserts that “Tribal governments provide 
prime opportunities to conduct research in myriad ways, but scholars are not finding nor 
taking those opportunities.” The Policy Research Center of the National Congress of 
American Indians (NCAI) notes a need for research that “document[s] how Native 
culture and governance influence education, health, and justice.” (NCAI, n.d.). This study 
would provide insight into the effect of tribal governance on education, justice, and the 
relationship between tribes and local, state, and federal governments.  
This dissertation seeks to make a contribution to the field in three ways. First, it 
gathers data on tribal governance, an area in which relatively sparse information exists, 
and examines how circumstances of tribes are connected to the differing perceptions of 
tribal leaders’ ability to govern. Second, it seeks to elevate indigenous voices by 
including their experiences, gleaned from surveys and interviews. Finally, it builds 
directly on the work of the Harvard Project on American Indian Economic Development 
(HPAIED) by examining factors related to the project’s central precepts in a 
comprehensive survey. The study incorporates Harvard’s tenets of governance, 
institutions, sovereignty, cultural match, and leadership, providing an in-depth 
comparison of the diverse tribes in the United States. This work seeks to address critiques 
of the Harvard Project by designing a survey that clearly connects the questions asked 
with mechanisms of governance. Unlike the Harvard Project, this dissertation is not 
seeking to prescribe a recipe for economic development or create a favorable climate for 
investment, but rather to examine more intensively the element of Native voice in 
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governance, looking at how the leaders themselves perceive success or failure in 
governance and how they are affected by major economic and social structures. The 
Harvard Project places great emphasis on the role of Native decision-making (Cornell 
and Kalt 1998; Cornell and Kalt 2003; Kalt and Singer 2004; Jorgensen 2007) in the 
success of government, and this study takes the opportunity to examine this in depth from 
the indigenous point of view.  
Thus, this dissertation builds on past work on tribal governance by exploring a 
relatively unexplored topic, comparing and contrasting tribes affected by the structure of 
reservations and Alaska Native corporations and the way that degree of indigenous 
decision-making and the amount of cultural adaptations in tribal government affects 
conflict between the tribes and outside governmental entities. While these may, on the 
surface, appear to be disparate topics, they are connected in their impact on governance, 
and thus the quality of life for indigenous peoples in the United States. This study 
incorporates the input of the major actors, the tribal leaders, on issues of quality of life, 
gender, conflict, and governance.  
Summary 
There are few studies seeking the direct input of the indigenous on their systems 
of governance and how tribal leaders adapt to their unique circumstances. This 
dissertation seeks to show the different ways tribal leaders perceive and adapt 
mechanisms of governance to their differing circumstances, particularly the reservation 
system and the Alaska Native Corporation system. Moreover, it explains how leaders’ 
perception of agency and the cultural adaptations of their tribe affect conflict between 
tribal leaders and state and national government, soliciting data directly from tribal 
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leaders. The study will examine data, gather information from tribal leaders throughout 
the United States, and conduct follow-up interviews to gain greater insights into the 
mechanisms of tribal governance, culture, and conflict. One reason that this is an under-
studied area is the difficulty of obtaining data about indigenous peoples, whether it be 
indicators of welfare, survey responses or interviews. Thus, this dissertation can 
contribute to the body of knowledge about indigenous governance by approaching the 
issue in a multidisciplinary way, incorporating indigenous thought into international 
relations and political science more broadly. 
Structure 
The next chapter will compare and contrast the historical background of Native 
Nations in the lower 48 and Alaska. This dissertation will then proceed with a review of 
the literature relevant to this topic, followed by a thorough explanation of the 
methodology, research questions, and hypotheses. Next, the historical background of 
tribes in the lower 48 states and in Alaska will be compared and contrasted. This will be 
followed by a presentation of the survey results, and then a presentation of interview 
results. The penultimate chapter will analyze these results comparatively, and the final 





CHAPTER II – COMPARATIVE HISTORICAL BACKGROUND 
This chapter delves into the historical differences between the development of 
tribal governments in the lower 48 states and tribes in Alaska. It will discuss the salient 
historical events that have shaped relations today between the state and tribes, as well as 
the distinct arrangements between state and federal government and tribes. This will 
provide a historical basis for this dissertation and allows for some comparative analysis 
of the circumstances affecting the tribes. Pevar (2012, 14) notes that policies toward 
Native Americans are best understood in historical context, “better explained by history 
than by logic.” Thus, this section will explore history broken into the following broad 
eras: Native Nations and settlers during colonization; the assimilation policies of the 
1800s and early 1900s; rehabilitation, termination, and relocation policies of the 1900s; 
the indigenous rights movements mid-century; new federalism and gaming in the late 
1900s; and self-determination and change in the new millennium. This is followed by a 
discussion of Alaska’s distinct historical path and a conclusion comparing and 
contrasting the experience of the Native Nations in the lower 48 American states versus 
those in Alaska.  
Contact, Conflict, and Co-existence: Native Nations and the young United States 
Europeans began arriving in and setting up settlements in what is now the United 
States in the early 1600s. Battles with Native Americans were not uncommon as 
European settlers encroached upon Native American territory. One of the worst conflicts 
in terms of casualties was King Philip’s War, which took place from 1675 to 1678 and 
resulted in an estimated 9,000 deaths, more than ten percent of New England’s 
population of 80,000 at the time. Brandt (2014) notes that the nature of this war, in which 
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both sides did not distinguish between civilians and combatants, ended any trust that had 
previously been fostered between settlers and the indigenous population. The war erupted 
over the murder of a Native American who converted to Christianity and the execution of 
three Wampanoag who were convicted of killing him. Native American tribes raided 
New England towns, and in turn, the colonists sold their prisoners of war into slavery 
(Brandt 2014). King (Sachem) Philip of the Wampanoags attempted to negotiate, to no 
avail. He explained: 
The English who came first to this country were but a handful of people, forlorn, 
poor and distressed. My father was then Sachem. He relieved their distresses in the 
most kind and hospitable manner. He gave them land to plant and build upon …My 
father was also the father of the English…By various means they got possessed of 
a great part of his territory. But he still remained their friend till he died. My elder 
brother became Sachem. They pretended to suspect him of evil designs against 
them. He was seized and confined and thereby thrown into illness and died. Soon 
after I became sachem, they disarmed all my people…Their lands were taken…But 
a small part of the dominion of my ancestors remains. I am determined not to live 
until I have no country. (Arnold 2010, 394)  
 
Because of such breaches of trust, many Native Americans quickly became disillusioned 
with the colonizing powers, even when relations had not started poorly.  
However, tribes had to choose the lesser evil when confronted with colonizing 
powers. When given the opportunity, many tribes sided with the European powers when 
they came into conflict with the colonists, such as in the French and Indian War and the 
Revolutionary War. As many Native Americans who sought to eject the colonizers 
feared, the relationship between settlers and tribes changed after the United States 
declared independence from England on July 4, 1776. The first treaty between the 
nascent United States and Native Americans occurred in 1778 with the Delaware Tribe. 
This treaty committed both parties to respect each other’s territory (Ortiz 2002). Building 
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on this hopeful premise, the Northwest Ordinance promised that the government would 
never take lands from Native Americans without their consent, and that “peace and 
friendship” would be preserved (Ortiz 2002, 461). President George Washington 
proclaimed the government’s commitment to uphold the rights of the Native Americans 
in a 1790 letter to the Seneca Chiefs:  
If any man brings you evil reports of the intentions of the United States, mark that 
man as your enemy, for he will mean to deceive you, and lead you into trouble. 
The United States will be true & faithful to their engagements. Given under my 
hand, and the Seal of the United States at the City of Philadelphia, this twenty 
ninth day of December, in the year of our Lord One thousand seven hundred & 
ninety one, and in the fifteenth year of the sovereignty & Independence of the 
United States. (Founders Online 1998)  
 
Through hundreds of treaties in the late 1700s and 1800s, tribes gave up the majority of 
their territories to the federal government; in exchange, they were promised exclusive use 
of the lands they did keep, for them and their ancestors (Ortiz 2002). Moreover, Native 
Americans continued to negotiate treaties with foreign countries, such as Great Britain, 
Spain, and Mexico, until Congress ended this practice in 1871 (Pevar 2012). 
During the formation of the United States, and immediately after the 
Revolutionary War, tribes were acknowledged as sovereign nations (Ortiz 2002; NCAI 
n.d.). The fledgling United States wanted to maintain good relations with tribes in order 
to avoid further destruction from war. The US Constitution makes very little mention of 
tribes but does proclaim that Native Americans are not subject to taxation, and that 
Congress will “regulate commerce with foreign nations, and among the several states, 
and with the Indian tribes” (Article 1, Sec 8), thus giving tribes a vague status similar to 
that of foreign countries.  
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The decisions of Supreme Court Chief Justice John Marshall in the 1800s 
provided the foundations of federal policy toward Native Americans. Porter (2002, 81) 
posits that “perhaps the most significant force in the development of new and lasting 
theories of Indigenous nation sovereignty came from the United States Supreme Court, 
and in particular, its first great Chief Justice, John Marshall.” Three of Justice Marshall’s 
decisions, which are still fundamental in defining the relationship between Native 
Nations and non-indigenous US government entities, are often referred to as the 
“Marshall Trilogy” (Porter 2002; Lerma 2008). The cases comprising this trilogy are 
Johnson v. M’Intosh (21 US 543 (1823)), Cherokee Nation v. Georgia (30 US 1 (1831)), 
and Worcester v. Georgia (31 US 515 (1832)).  
Through his decision in Johnson v. M’Intosh (21 US 543 (1823)), Justice 
Marshall both acknowledged the rights of Native Americans and conferred dominance to 
the federal government over Native Americans through the “Doctrine of Discovery,” 
which considers, among other factors, who the first power is to discover the land, who 
currently owns and occupies the land, preemptive rights to arrange buying the land from 
the inhabitants over all other powers and “Indian title,” a common law concept that refers 
to the occupancy rights of native inhabitants, conferred by long and continuous 
occupancy (Miller 2006, Watson 2011). The Doctrine of Discovery allowed for exclusive 
rights to purchase Christian lands to the first Christian conquering power of each land, 
calling for monarchs to consider only the claims of other monarchs to newly discovered 
territories rather than native inhabitants. It justified conquerors assuming control of these 
territories to convert the inhabitants to Christianity and Western law, allowing conquerors 
to overrule indigenous system of governance and justice (Porter 2002; Miller 2006). This 
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belief was premised on the argument, advanced by Sir Edward Coke in the 1600s, that 
there is no need to follow the laws of any conquered people who were not Christian 
(Lerma 2008).  
Justice Marshall’s opinion in Johnson v. M’Intosh (21 US 543 (1823)) recognized 
Native American rights to the land they resided on at the time of discovery. He 
acknowledged their rights as the “rightful occupants of the soil, with a legal as well as 
just claim to retain possession of it,” even while saying they were superseded by the 
rights of the “civilized inhabitants” and the colonizing power, who owned title to the 
land. His decision meant that Native Americans no longer owned the land, even while 
possessing it, in what is referred to as “limited possessor” (Watson 2011, 999). Thus, he 
acknowledged Native American rights at the same time as he granted the federal 
government unlimited power to overrule them. Justice Marshall’s decision became a 
fundamental tenet of US law, still cited today (Porter 2002; Lerma 2008). 
In the decision for Cherokee Nation v. Georgia ((30 US 1 (1831)), Justice 
Marshall established the concept of “domestic dependent nations.” The Cherokee Nation 
brought suit against Georgia, using the constitutional provision that foreign states can sue 
in federal court when a dispute arises with a state, asserting their rights as independent 
foreign entities (Porter 2002). Justice Marshall ruled that tribes were not independent; on 
the contrary, they needed the care and protection of the state in the opinion of the court: 
The Indians are acknowledged to have an unquestionable, and heretofore, 
unquestioned, right to the lands they occupy, until that right shall be extinguished 
by a voluntary cession to our Government…They may more correctly, perhaps, 
be denominated domestic dependent nations. They occupy a territory to which we 
assert a title independent of their will…Their relation to the United States 
resembles that of a ward to his guardian. They look to our Government for 
protection, rely upon its kindness and its power, and appeal to it for relief to their 
 
17 
wants, and address the President as their Great Father. (Cherokee Nation v. 
Georgia 30 US 1 (1831))  
  
The notion of the US federal government as a benevolent overlord became the underlying 
rationale of US policy. Actions that seemed harmful to Native Americans, such as taking 
away sacred lands, were easily rationalized as being for their own good, a “trust 
relationship” (Fletcher 2006, 489). Moreover, the definition of Indian title was altered in 
this case, from “limited possessor” to “limited owner” (Watson 2011, 999), which 
conferred ownership to Native Americans but did not allow them to dispose of land as 
they pleased. Both interpretations are used today (Watson 2011). Similarly, the concept 
of domestic dependent nations is complex and open to interpretation by courts and 
legislators; while it definitively took away the status of nations as independent foreign 
entities, it is compatible with constrained sovereignty. As Waltz (1979) explains, and as 
will be discussed in more detail in the literature review, all sovereign nations are subject 
to systemic constraints; thus, it is possible for Native Americans to have sovereignty 
while still being subject to the laws of the United States. 
Finally, the case of Worcester v. Georgia (31 US 515 (1832)) stemmed from 
Georgia’s attempts to assert state rights by sentencing two missionaries to hard labor for 
preaching on Cherokee territory with permission from the tribe, but without permission 
from the governor. Justice Marshall ruled against Georgia, striking a blow against states’ 
rights, declaring that state governments had no power whatsoever over the Cherokee 
Nation; he stated that tribes retain their pre-discovery rights as “distinct, independent 
political communities…the undisputed possessors of the soil.” While this decision was a 
partial victory for the rights of Native Americans, the triumph was short-lived; 
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government efforts to force Native Americans into mainstream society will be explored 
below.  
Assimilation and Dislocation 
This era saw the simultaneous efforts to divest Native Americans of their land and 
assimilate them into non-indigenous society. Relations between the government and 
tribes were conducted by the Office of Indian Affairs, part of the Department of War, 
until the Department of the Interior was created in 1849 (Fixico 2012). Early on in his 
tenure as president, Thomas Jefferson (1801–1809) advocated the removal of Native 
Americans if their land was desired by settlers (Pevar 2012). While the term was not 
documented in use until the 1840s, many US leaders and settlers shared the belief that US 
territory was destined to expand, until it stretched from the east to west coast (Miller 
2006). President Andrew Jackson (1829–37) believed the US government had a duty to 
take the actions that would ultimately be the most beneficial in economic terms to the 
state. Thus, he carried out policies that led to the forced removal of tribes from their 
lands, placing them on reservations. The discovery of gold in Georgia provided the 
impetus for the Indian Removal Act of 1830. Jackson’s reaction to Chief Justice 
Marshall’s 1832 decision that Native Americans had “undisputed” rights to their lands 
was reported to be “Well: John Marshal has made his decision: now let him try to enforce 
it!” (Miles 1973, 519). Courts did not seek to stop one of the most infamous removals of 
the indigenous from their lands. The state of Georgia seized Indian territory, generally 
seeking to “invalidate the entire Cherokee Nation” (Fletcher 2006, 645). Despite protests 
and petitions from the Cherokee Nation, approximately 17,000 were removed from their 
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homelands, many put into prison camps. A staggering 4,000 died along the way in what 
became known as the “Trail of Tears” (Cherokee Nation 2017). 
Tribes were pushed off their lands into smaller parcels and moved progressively 
further west, often with the aid of military force (Pevar 2012; NCAI, n.d.). The westward 
push was accelerated by new discoveries of gold, in California in 1848 and then South 
Dakota in 1874. Simultaneously, an aggressive effort was made to integrate Native 
Americans into US society. Native American youth were sent to boarding schools in an 
effort to assimilate them; speaking native languages and traditional cultural practices 
were prohibited (Pevar 2012).  
In the late 1800s, the impetus to assimilate Native Americans increased. These 
efforts had begun in the early 1800s, indicated by such acts as the “Indian Civilization 
Fund Act” in 1819, allocating funds for schools to help Native American learn white 
cultural practices (Fixico 2012). In an initiative resembling the “indigeneity” movements 
in Latin America, the government ostensibly sought to improve the welfare of Native 
Americans through breaking up their communal lands into private parcels. At the same 
time, when valuable resources were discovered on Native American lands, loss of land 
for Native Americans accelerated. In addition, signatures of approximately 100 members 
of the Cherokee Nation on the Treaty of New Echota, despite the fact that signing the 
treaty violated Cherokee law, were used to justify the mass removal of the Cherokee 
people from their land in what came to be known as the Trail of Tears (Cherokee Nation 
2017). The decisive Sioux and Cheyenne victory over cavalry forces in the Battle of 
Little Bighorn in 1876 led to fear and further backlash against all Native Americans, 
regardless of tribe (Fletcher 2006). 
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Congress passed the General Allotment Act in 1887, more commonly referred to 
as the Dawes Act, a drastic change in policy that sought to transform Native American 
land ownership from communal to private. The law laid out the “allotment of lands in 
severalty to Indians on the various reservations, and to extend the protection of the laws 
of the United States and the Territories over the Indians” (Transcript of Dawes Act 1887). 
Native Americans who separated themselves from tribes earned citizenship in exchange 
for giving up their lives on the reservation (Transcript of Dawes Act 1887). Private 
parcels were assigned to tribal members, but deeds were not awarded until after a quarter 
century of being held in trust (Pevar 2012). The Cherokees, Chickasaws, Choctaws, 
Creeks and, Seminoles, known as the Five Civilized Tribes, were initially exempted from 
the act; however, under President Grover Cleveland the Dawes Commission negotiated 
an agreement for the tribes to renounce their tribal governments, enroll with the Bureau 
of Indian Affairs (BIA) and become part of this program. Approximately two-thirds of 
reservation lands were transferred from Native Americans to non-indigenous settlers, 
some 90 million acres (NCAI, n.d.). 
In addition to this transformation in land ownership, the political status of Native 
Nations changed significantly when Congress banned additional treaties between the 
federal government and Native Americans in 1871. This move permanently altered the 
relationship between Native Nations and the federal government, diminishing Native 
American sovereignty and power in government-to-government relations (Pevar 2012). 
Moreover, in 1903 the Supreme Court reaffirmed the ability of Congress to nullify 
treaties with tribes. Congress was thus given unmitigated “plenary power,” or absolute 
power, over Native Americans, not subject even to judicial review (Ortiz 2002, 466).  
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1900s From Rethinking & Rehabilitation to Termination and Relocation 
Throughout the 1900s, the federal government struggled to formulate more 
effective policies that would benefit Native Americans, but also lessen federal obligations 
to Native Americans in an effort to make Native Americans more like the non-indigenous 
population. The major changes in this era included citizenship for Native Americans, the 
codification of the trust relationship, the Indian Reorganization Act of 1934, PL 2-80, the 
termination policy, and relocation. Justice Marshall’s opinions had created a separation 
between state governments and tribes; with the federal government as the primary 
conduit for policy and negotiation, states had little authority over tribes. This dynamic 
began to shift considerably in the mid-1900s.  
In the early decades of the twentieth century, the political life of Native 
Americans was affected by the World Wars and the Great Depression, which spurred 
changes in policy. The end of World War I, the Great Depression and the New Deal saw 
increased attention to relations with Native Americans, marked by a serious of legislative 
acts. In 1921, the Snyder Act reinforced the trust relationship between Native Americans 
and the federal government, imbuing the BIA with supervisory power over funds for a 
range of social issues (NCAI, n.d). The federal government committed to providing for 
the health and education of Native Americans “in perpetuity” (NCAI, n.d., 34). However, 
the monetary commitment the federal government provides for such services tends to be 
small. For example, in 2013, 0.07% of the federal budget was allotted to the Bureau of 
Indian Affairs, and 0.12% to Native American health services (NCAI, n.d.). Thus, 
funding in 2013 did not reach one-fifth of a percent. In the latter part of the century, the 
government worked to downplay the trust relationship, as will be discussed further 
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below. Significantly, most tribal members in the lower 48 states were granted US 
citizenship with the passage of the 1924 Indian Citizenship Act (NCAI, n.d.). Some states 
continued to restrict voting by Native Americans until this was prohibited by the 
Supreme Court’s decision in Trujillo v. Garley (1948) (NCAI n.d.).  
The Indian Reorganization Act (IRA) of 1934, also dubbed the “Indian New 
Deal,” part of John Collier’s “retribalization policy” (Fixico 1990, ix), had far-reaching 
implications for tribal governance. In the years leading up to the IRA, comprehensive 
data was gathered on conditions on reservations in the US, producing the Meriam Report 
in 1928, a document of over 23,000 pages which detailed shocking conditions of poverty 
and social issues among Native Americans, much of it attributed to outcomes of the 
Dawes Act (Fixico 2013). Instead of flourishing economically on allotted lands, Native 
Americans were found to be making an average of less than $200 annually per capita and 
many had, in fact, ended up without any land, according to another study in 1933 (Fixico 
2013). Lemont (2001) points out that Indian land holdings were reduced by 65% due to 
this act, dropping from 138 million acres to 48 million acres. When the results of the 
Dawes Act, including increased poverty and loss of land among Native Americans 
became clear, the federal government came up with a new policy, implemented with the 
IRA of 1934 (NCAI, n.d). This put in place a process of formulating new tribal 
constitutions based upon the US Constitution; as of 2014, about 60% of tribal 
governments adopted constitutions approved by the Secretary of the Interior. Native 
Nations were empowered to formulate legal codes and establish judicial systems to 
enforce tribal codes (Tribal Clearing House, n.d.). The idea of the tribal government run 
like a corporation was introduced in this act (Britten 2014). Lerma (2008) asserts that this 
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act was geared to have tribes adopt Western models of governance and lessen the federal 
duty to Native Americans. Two problems arose from these new constitutions. First, many 
tribes adopted constitutions that were modeled after the US Constitution that did not 
incorporate Native Nations’ cultural practices, which did not provide a strong foundation 
for the tribal governments going forward. The Tribal Court Clearinghouse (n.d., para. 2) 
notes that “many of the tribally-enacted constitutions were boiler-plate templates, 
requiring Secretary of the Interior-approval for many tribal government actions.” Second, 
some of the new Western-style governments that were set up that became rivals to the 
traditional Native Nation governments still in place which led to weakened tribal 
governance structures and divided communities (Lemont 2001). 
The 1950s marked another major shift when the federal government attempted to 
pass part of the responsibility for law enforcement from the federal government to the 
state government through Public Laws 280 and Public Law 959. Public Law 280 
transferred this power to the state government in California, Minnesota, Nebraska, 
Oregon, Wisconsin, and Alaska when it became state; these were considered 
“mandatory” states, other states could assume power at their discretion (Tribal Court 
Clearinghouse, n.d.). Eisenhower, upon signing the bill into law, expressed serious 
reservations, worrying that the law in some cases would interfere with the effective self-
government of Indian Nations and that a requirement for consultation should have been 
included. Nonetheless, he believed that it would be “another step in granting complete 
political equality to all Indians in our nation” (Eisenhower 1953, para.1). This change 
was popular with neither the state governments nor tribes (NCAI, n.d). States resented the 
unfunded mandate- they had to take over additional jurisdiction without compensation. 
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Tribes were not consented about this change initially; however, subsequent amendments 
to the law require consent (NCAI, n.d.).  
Simultaneously, the era of relocation and termination began along with efforts to 
end the trust relationship. The 1953 House Concurrent Resolution 108 sought to equalize 
the status of Native Americans with other US citizens by granting them the same rights 
and eliminating all rights specific to tribes, including the right to be recognized as a tribe. 
The rationale was that Native Americans would then become like all other US citizens, 
with equal opportunity to succeed; however, this did not take into account that Native 
Americans, pushed off their lands in many cases, living in remote areas, asked to give up 
their language and culture among other obstacles, were not starting with the same 
opportunities as other US citizens (Harmon, O’Neill and Rosier 2011). Fixico (2013, ix) 
asserts that “BIA officials, the American public, and even Native Americans were 
convinced the IRA plan of reconstructing tribal governments and restoring cultural 
traditions was outdated. Both Indians and bureaucrats favored a modernized society that 
would require the integration of the Indian population into the mainstream of modern 
America.” Over 100 tribes in the lower 48 states lost their official recognition and some 
tribes disbanded (Metcalfe 2015). In conjunction with this policy of termination, the 
government also encouraged relocation of indigenous from reservations to cities through 
the Urban Indian Relocation Program (1952) (Watkins 2018). The relocation program 
started as an emergency (such as to relocate people suffering from extreme weather 
conditions) and job placement program for just a few tribes in 1952 but expanded to more 
cities and extended to all tribes in 1956 when Public Law 959, often referred to as the 
Indian Relocation Act, was passed (Watkins 2018). In the same year, the Indian 
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Vocational Training Act provided incentives to establish new factories near reservations 
that would provide job training (Fixico 2013). The relocation program increased 
assimilation of participants but also contributed to unity among members of different 
tribes and the incipient movement for greater rights (Fixico 2013; Watkins 2018).  
Power and Self-Determination 
A gradual shift occurred in the late 1950s, which intensified with indigenous 
rights movements of the 1960s and 1970s, known as the “Red Power” or “Indian Power” 
movement (Fixico 2013). The seeds were planted when the NCAI was founded in 1944 
to assert indigenous rights in the face of government policy and declining funds devoted 
to tribal services, followed soon after by the National Indian Youth Council (NIYC) 
(Fixico 2013). The American Indian Movement (AIM) came together as a formal 
organization in 1968 in Minnesota, the nexus of one of the largest indigenous populations 
in the United States (Fixico 2013). Native Americans began to organize around acts of 
civil disobedience and protest. Some of these protests were carried out in conjunction 
with other minority groups, such as the Poor People’s March on Washington D.C. in 
1968. Many focused more explicitly on problems facing Native Americans, such as the 
invasion of Alcatraz in 1969, Native Americans in the western United States tried to 
reclaim the territory around Alcatraz after the prison closed; indigenous leaders cited the 
1868 Treaty of Fort Laramie, which included a clause providing for the return of lands no 
longer in use by the federal government. The land was not ceded by the government, but 
activists held it for 19 months. While those who did not leave willingly when supplies ran 
out were eventually forcibly removed, activists who seized federal land near Davis, 
California were able to establish Deganawidah-Quetzalcoatl University, a partnership 
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between Native Americans and Chicanos. Activists protested at Mount Rushmore in 1970 
and in Plymouth, Massachusetts on Thanksgiving Day, 1971. In 1971, AIM activists took 
over a deactivated Coast Guard base in Milwaukee, transforming it into a center to help 
Native Americans with alcohol and drug problems (Acuna 1999; Fixico 2013).  
The Trail of Broken Treaties Caravan in 1972 foregrounded the federal 
government’s trust responsibility to Native Americans (Deloria 2010; Fixico 2013). 
Native Americans asked for, among other items, a restoration of treaty-making ability 
between tribes and the federal government. Washington rejected that request on the basis 
that treaties cannot be made with citizens of the United States. Caravans made their and 
way to the District of Columbia; Native Americans went to the BIA, expecting 
assistance. When assistance was not forthcoming and guards attempted to repel the 
Native Americans, they seized the BIA offices, deeming it an embassy for Native 
Americans (Fixico 2013). Some of the protests ended in violence and arrests. When AIM 
mobilized to intervene in Pine Ridge, SD, activists stopped in Wounded Knee, on the 
Pine Ridge reservation in South Dakota, site of the 1890 massacre of members of the 
Sioux tribe. They ended up occupying the town for over two months. Hundreds of 
Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) agents were deployed in a standoff with 
approximately 146 Native Americans, which ended through negotiations in May 1973, 
but not before two activists were killed and one FBI agent paralyzed. The end of the 
standoff did not end the conflict; two FBI agents died and one Native American man 




…knowledge acquired in boarding schools and assiduous awareness of U.S.-
Indian law assisted them in decolonizing the white society’s hegemonic 
framework forced upon them and all Indians. Their new day represented a 
defining historical moment of fresh political leadership across Indian Country that 
would begin to rebuild Native nations and spearhead Indian organizations. Indians 
began to take control of Indian Country from the federal government. (Fixicio 
2013, 150) 
 
Not all Native Americans approved of the actions of AIM and other comparable groups 
that sprang up around the United States, but the protests captured the attention and 
imagination of the country, leading to changes in way policy was formulated, with more 
opportunities for Native peoples to exercise agency. 
Corntassel and Witmer (2008) characterize the 1960s, 1970s, and much of the 
1980s as the era of self-determination. Even while repressing protests and occupations, 
the federal government recognized that new economic and political policies were needed. 
In 1958, Congress implemented the Small Business Administration’s Business 
Development 8(a) Program, which facilitated minority access to federal contracts with a 
lower competition threshold. Tribes began to acquire control of some of the Native 
American government programs. Alaska Native Regional and Village Corporations were 
added to the program in 1986, and Native Hawaiian Organizations in 2002 (NCAI, n.d.). 
It established the National Tribal Chairman’s Association, whose job was to pass policies 
to mollify AIM (Deloria 1974). President Johnson devoted an executive message to 
Congress on issues afflicting Native Americans under the title “The Forgotten American” 
in 1968, announcing the creation of the National Council on Indian Opportunity (NCIO), 
part of the plan for a new relationship with Native Americans (Britten 2014, 1). President 
Johnson advocated ending termination policies and promoting self-determination and 
partnership with indigenous peoples (Corntassel and Witmer 2008). In 1968, the Indian 
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Civil Rights Act was passed. Some Native Nations that had been terminated began 
applying for restoration; the Menominee tribe was the first to be terminated in 1954, and 
also became the first to be restored in 1973 (Wilkins and Stark 2018).  
Under Nixon, the Indian Self-Determination and Educational Assistance Act of 
1975, the Indian Child Welfare Act (1978) and the Indian Religious Freedom act (1978) 
were passed (Jarding 2004; Corntassel and Witmer 2008). The Indian Self-Determination 
Act encouraged Native Americans to participate in the provision of services. The drive to 
allow more involvement for the indigenous in providing their own services gained more 
force with the Self-Governance Act of 1988, which allowed some native nations to make 
contracts with the federal government, excluding the BIA from the process. Almost 600 
indigenous governments attained some measure of control over services related to 
education and healthcare during this time (Corntassel and Witmer 2008). Under these 
policies, many tribes began to revitalize and reform the institutions they had formulated 
during the first half of the twentieth century, allowing for adaptations to better suit Native 
Nation needs politically, economically, and culturally. 
Gaming and Forced Federalism 
Congress renounced the termination policy in 1988 (Wilkins and Stark 2017) but 
its desire to transfer more authority over tribes from the federal government to the state 
continued in the 1980s. President Ronald W. Reagan promoted “new federalism” 
(Corntassel and Witmer 2008, 15), striving to empower states; as a consequence, much 
interaction between tribes and the federal government turned into negotiations between 
tribes and states. This shift was solidified with the landmark 1988 Indian Gaming 
Regulatory Act (IGRA). In 1987, the Supreme Court ruled that state governments did not 
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have the authority to regulate Native American casinos in the case of California v. 
Cabazon Band of Mission Indian (480 US 202 (1987)). Congress used IGRA to confer 
power on the states to limit the extent and class of gaming in Native American casinos 
(Rand 2007). According to the NCAI (n.d.), this act establishes oversight by the 
Department of the Interior and regulates gaming on reservations more than any other type 
of sponsored gaming in the United States. Gaming is regulated by both the state and the 
federal government, and tribes must negotiate the kinds of games and extent of operations 
with the state through the requirement for a “tribal-state compact” (Rand 2007, 976). The 
state may not tax or impose fees on Native Nation casinos but can be reimbursed for costs 
associated with regulating casinos. In practice, states negotiate a portion of revenues in 
exchange for exclusivity rights, or the right of the casino to be the only entity in the state 
offering a specific service, such as slot machines (Rand 2007).  
While IGRA ostensibly seeks to strike a balance between state and tribal rights 
and interests, several court decisions altered the dynamic between Native Nations and 
states. In 1991, the Supreme Court ruled that tribes cannot sue states for monetary 
damages (Blatchford v. Native Village of Noatak Supreme Court 2578 (1991)), and nor 
can states sue tribes (Ortiz 2002). The Supreme Court’s decision in Seminole Tribe v. 
Florida (Supreme Court 1114 (1996)) gave states considerably more leeway in that it 
ruled that tribes cannot sue states because the Eleventh Amendment gives states 
sovereign immunity, despite a previous ruling that Article I gave Congress the power to 
overrule sovereign immunity. This change is important in that it means indigenous 
nations cannot take states to court if they do not negotiate compacts for casinos in good 
faith; the state has considerable weight, which has led to revenue sharing agreement that 
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net the state millions of dollars (Rand 2007). The issue of casinos has become a 
contentious one between the Native Nations who operate casinos or wish to start one and 
the state (Rand 2007; Light 2008; Hansen and Skopek 2011). According to the National 
Indian Gaming Commission, gross revenues reached over 30 billion dollars in 2016, 
making it a significant industry in the US economy. 
New Millennium Milestones: Self-Governance 
In the new millennium, tensions between Native Nations and states continue, as 
do issues of self-determination and self-governance. According to some scholars, Native 
Nations are more empowered to shape their own political and economic future than in 
past eras for several reasons, including demographics, economics, and federal political 
policies. First, it took over 100 years, but the indigenous population in the United States 
went from the decimation of colonization to growing faster than other sectors of the 
American population, increasing from just over 550,000 in 1960 (Fixico 2013) to over 
five million in 2010 (US Census). As the population has rebounded and the effects of past 
failed policy have become evident, indigenous peoples have asserted both economic and 
political rights. In addition to guarantees of consultation on many issues affecting Native 
Americans, some indigenous people have been able to assert their rights over natural 
resources on their lands (Fixico 2013) and become more powerful economically through 
casinos and other economic initiatives.  
At the federal level, the executive and legislative branches have, from time to 
time, acknowledged the failure and paternalism of past policies. For example, Executive 
Order 13175, enacted in 2000 by President William J. Clinton, seeks to “strengthen the 
US government-to-government” relations with tribal governments, calling for 
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“Consultation and Coordination” (NCAI, n.d., 15). Under President George W. Bush, in 
2004, the American Indian Probate Reform Act was passed to protect the integrity of 
remaining indigenous lands (Wilkins and Stark 2018). In 2006, Congress passed the 
Esther Martinez Native American Languages Preservation Act to promote the 
maintenance and revitalization of indigenous languages through grants (Wilkins and 
Stark 2018). President Obama held the “first-annual White House Tribal Nations 
Summit” in 2009 (NCAI, n.d.), an effort viewed favorably by many indigenous citizens.  
In addition to changes at the national level, indigenous movements and 
recognition of indigenous rights have become prominent internationally. In 2007, the 
United Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples (UNDRIP) was 
formulated after two decades of deliberation (Anaya 2009). While the final product 
represented a compromise, it was groundbreaking in the rights it did recognize. For 
example, Article 3 asserts the right of self-determination for indigenous peoples, though 
Henderson (2014) points out that the wording limits this to internal governance, 
ostensibly to discourage secessionist movements. Article 8 provides that states will 
prevent and provide compensation for the loss of indigenous lands. Article 26 stipulates 
that the indigenous have the right to legal recognition of their traditional lands. The 
United States initially opposed it, but later signed onto this non-binding declaration 
(Cultural Survival 2017). 
Domestically, there have been some laws aimed at increasing tribal law 
enforcement power and authority. The Tribal Law and Order Act was passed in 2010 to 
increase the number of tribal police offers, expand tribal authority to prosecute criminals, 
and allow tribal agents access to criminal databases. The act notes that “crime data is a 
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fundamental tool of law enforcement, but for decades the BIA and Department of Justice 
have not been able to coordinate or consistently report crime and prosecution rates in 
tribal communities” (United States Department of Justice 2010, 6). The Violence against 
Women Re-Authorization Act of 2013, known as the Violence against Women Act 
(VAWA), affirms tribal rights to prosecute non-indigenous domestic offenders (Wilkins 
and Stark 2018). 
Policy changes under the Donald J. Trump administration will take time to fully 
develop, but the administration has expressed a desire to end the special relationship with 
Native Americans. His former assistant secretary of the interior, Dr. Gavin Clarkson3, 
announced while still in his position that they intend to focus on economic development, 
altering any bureaucratic regulations that inhibit economic development, such as dual 
taxation. Dual taxation is problematic because it discourages companies from 
establishing businesses on reservations because companies will face taxes by Native 
Nation authorities and the state. The administration also seeks to eliminate racism by 
eliminating specific privilege, as explained in a speech by Dr. Gavin Clarkson to Native 
Nation representatives at the Tribal Interior Budget meeting in July of 2017. This stance 
appears to be similar to past efforts to end the trust relationship and benefits that go to 
Native Americans and Alaska Natives. Below, this chapter turns its focus to the 
experience of Alaska Natives. 
                                                 
3 Dr. Clarkson was in this position from June 11, 3017 until November 13, 2017, or 
approximately 18 Scaramuccis.  
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Alaska: a different path 
The path for Alaska Natives was different in important ways from that of the 
lower 48; this section will discuss Russian involvement in Alaska, the early experiences 
of Alaska Natives, how the late addition as a state meant that Alaska Natives were not 
subject to the same policies as those in the lower 48, the rights movements led by the 
Alaska Native Brotherhood, and finally, the passage of the ANCSA as well as its 
implications. 
Early history and statehood 
Alaska Natives are thought to have numbered around 80,000 before the arrival of 
explorers. Traditional Alaska Native governments were based on kinship groups, and 
these institutions persisted by and large until the United States acquired the Alaskan 
territory (Worl 2003). Russians began exploring, hunting, and trading in Alaska in the 
1740s and formally incorporated the territory into the Russian empire in 1799 (Britten 
2014). The Russian presence in Alaska was relatively sparse, with Russians numbering in 
the few hundreds (Britten 2014); they were less aggressive than colonizers in the territory 
of the lower 48 states in terms of trying to settle and control territory. For instance, in 
southeastern Alaska,  
the Russian administration did not alter the traditional socio-political control of 
Tlingit groups, or the exclusive Tlingit and Haida use and occupancy of all the 
lands in southeast Alaska. Even with the sometimes forceful establishment of 
small trading posts, the Russians did not seek to impose their jurisdiction on their 
Indian neighbors. (Smythe 1989, 6)  
 
Alaska was purchased from Russia for $7.2 million in March 1867. It formally became a 
United States Territory through the Treaty of Cession, concluded with Russia on October 
18, 1867, which is now celebrated as Alaska Day. As noted previously, the Doctrine of 
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Discovery, served as justification for assuming control over new-to-colonizing powers 
lands (Porter 2002). Alaska Native leaders protested the transfer of Alaskan territory to 
the United States without their consent (Smythe 1989). In 1884, the Organic Act 
established a transitional government for the territory of Alaska and ruled that Alaska 
Native land claims would be settled by Congress at some point in the future (Roderick 
2010, Britten 2014; Metcalfe 2015).  
Like Native Americans in the lower 48, Alaska Natives were allowed very few 
rights; they lacked political rights, the right to an education, and the right to have title to 
their property. They would only vote with the testimony of white people to affirm they 
were civilized human beings (Kolkhorst 2014). The only representation in the federal 
government prior to statehood was as a non-voting representative to Congress. The 
Nelson Act (1905) allowed states to refuse education to those deemed “uncivilized”; the 
case of Davis et al v. Sitka School Board revealed that to be considered civilized, one 
must be white. Despite the fact that Davis was a respected artist and businessman, the 
judge ruled that his family was uncivilized and therefore his stepchildren were denied an 
education (Metcalfe 2015). The judge, Royal Arch Gunnison, rationalized this decision 
by saying: 
The Indian in his native state has everywhere been found to be savage, an 
uncivilized being, when measured by the white man’s standards…as of a 
benighted race, in a state of pupilage, a ward of the nation, needing care, control, 
protection and education, and until comparatively recent years, incapable of 
citizenship…For the children of those families which preferred the other life, 
without its attendant responsibilities and obligations to society at large, was 
provided a system of education under the control of the Secretary of the Interior, 
more appropriate to their undeveloped mental condition, and through which they 
could, in view of their surroundings, be better instructed. (Dora Davis et al. v. The 




In addition to being considered inherently inferior as evidenced by the quotation above, 
Metcalfe declares that Alaska Natives “were treated as foreigners, but they were punished 
as citizens” (Metcalfe 2015, 13). Many Alaska Natives were afraid to pursue land claims, 
lest they hurt their chances of achieving full rights as United States citizens; such 
demands were considered “a dangerous idea” (Metcalfe 2015, 8). Alaskan politicians 
were preoccupied with achieving statehood for the territory, and sentiment in Congress 
was not favorable to establishing reservations or settling land claims in Alaska.  
In addition to the lack of basic citizenship rights for Alaska Natives, in the 1900s, 
the federal government gradually imposed increasing fishing restrictions in Alaska that 
resulted in a loss of fishing rights for many Alaska Natives. Sacks (1995, 259) asserts that 
“as early as 1884, federal policy toward Alaska Natives diverged drastically from policy 
toward Natives in other states. No federal treaties were made with Native groups, so no 
treaty clearly established a federal trust relationship in Alaska.” The Allotment Act 
(1906) allowed Alaska Natives to apply for individual land grants. However, the process 
was lengthy and complicated, and few completed it successfully; there were 
approximately 80 allotments before Alaska became a state (Sacks 1995; Metcalfe 2015). 
The Wheeler-Howard Act was extended to Alaska in 1936, allowing reservations to be 
established, but only one reservation endured after statehood (Sacks 1995). Sacks (1995, 
261) asserts that “benign neglect” allowed Alaska Natives freer access to their resources 
and to avoid the restrictions and “squalor” (262) of reservations. However, as Alaska 
moved toward statehood, indigenous claims were not recognized. Mounting frustration 
among Alaska Natives with civil and land rights led to organized efforts to gain basic 
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rights. Perhaps the best known of the early groups seeking to advance civil cites is the 
Alaska Native Brotherhood (ANB). 
Alaska Native rights movements 
ANB was established in 1912 by former students of a Presbyterian mission school in 
Sitka. Their school, which came to be called the Sheldon Jackson School, strove to teach 
students to leave their ancestral culture behind in order to become successful in 
mainstream society. A few years later, the ANB was joined by a sister organization, the 
Alaska Native Sisterhood (ANS). The organization was formed in southeastern Alaska; 
thus, the primary leaders came from the Haida, Tlingit and Tsimshian tribes. Early on, 
some of the leaders promoted speaking English and assimilation as a way of 
advancement; the ability to speak English was a prerequisite for membership, a 
restriction that was later abolished. Metcalfe (2015, 15) describes the organization’s 
initial strategy as “cultural accommodation.” To some extent, adapting to the dominant 
culture seemed to be a matter of life and death; as the Alaska Native population 
continued to decline, accommodation and acculturation seemed the only route to survival 
(Metcalfe 2015).  
Louis and William Paul Sr. were important early leaders of the ANB; they 
galvanized the indigenous rights movement in the 1930s (Haycox 2006). The primary 
goals of the ANB were citizenship rights and self-determination (Metcalfe 2015). The 
ANB pushed for indigenous title to land, despite the fear of many that asking for land 
title based on historical occupation and aboriginal rights would be seen as a “special 
right” and conflict with the fight for equal rights. The ANB spurred the “Alaska native 
claims movement” in 1921 and activists began trying to sue the government for land 
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rights (Metcalfe 2015, 23). Because Alaska Natives lacked citizenship, provisional status 
had to be granted for them to sue; this took many years, finally being granted in 1935, but 
only for the tribes in southeastern Alaska (Metcalfe 2015). As mentioned previously, 
under President Franklin Delano Roosevelt, John Collier, an advocate of Native 
American rights, became the commissioner of Indian Affairs (Metcalfe 2015). Collier 
provided the impetus for the passage of the IRA. While the ANB was consulted in this 
legislation and asked for specific provisions related to Alaskan land claims, these 
requests did not make it through Congress. Nonetheless, a 1935 amendment to the 
legislation allowed the Secretary of the Interior to institute reservations in Alaska. 
Reservations did not have universal appeal to Alaska Natives; many considered 
reservations to be a form of segregation that perpetuated racism. Nonetheless, the 
amendment did help facilitate the formation of tribal governments and tribal 
organizations eligible for federal loans (Metcalfe 2015) 
The years that followed brought small gains along with setbacks in the indigenous 
rights movement. In 1954, the United States Court of Claims ruled that Alaska Natives 
could not sue for title because titles had never been recognized by Congress. While this 
was a short-term loss for the plaintiffs of Tee-Hit-Ton and the ANB, the ruling in effect 
acknowledged the existence of aboriginal land claims (Metcalfe 2015). Tlingit and Haida 
Indians of Alaska (1959) was a landmark case in which tribes sued the government over 
expropriation of land for the Tongass National Forest and Glacier Bay National Moment. 
The court ruled in 1959 that Alaska Natives were owed compensation, recognizing rights 
due to long-standing occupation of the lands. Nine years later, the court awarded $7.5 
million for the 17.5 million, a paltry amount according to not only those filing the 
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lawsuit, but the commissioner hired by the court to make a recommendation on a 
settlement and one of the judges: “As the dissenting judge, Philip Nichols Jr., observed, 
the judgment failed to even consider the substantial indirect costs associated with the loss 
of fishing rights. The $7.5 million award was a stunning disappointment to most Tlingit 
and Haida plaintiffs” (Metcalfe 2015, 40). The Alaska Federation of Natives (AFN) 
formed in 1966 to advocate for land rights. AFN’s work was instrumental in the passage 
of the ANCSA (Hensley 2009), discussed in more detail below. 
Gold was discovered in northern Alaska in 1896, which contributed to a sudden 
push for statehood for the area previously knowns as “Seward’s Folly.” However, the 
movement for statehood lacked momentum until the utility of Alaska from a military 
perspective became clear, especially when Russia gained nuclear capability, evidenced in 
a 1949 detonation. Still, military leaders felt statehood would actually make using Alaska 
strategically more difficult bureaucratically (Haycox 2006). Alaskan residents voted in 
favor of statehood in a 1946 referendum, and Congress approved it in 1958. Alaska 
became a state during the Dwight D. Eisenhower administration in 1959; only one Alaska 
Native participated in the 55-member Constitutional Convention delegation in Fairbanks, 
Alaska (Haycox 2006). Statehood, and the construction of an oil pipeline, helped spur an 
influx of residents; Alaska’s non-native population tripled between 1960 and 2000 during 
this time, while the native population doubled during the same period (Institute of Social 
and Economic Research 2001). A fundamental issue for Alaska Natives is subsistence 
rights (Brown 2018; Hardin 2018; Peltola 2018), meaning the right to fish and hunt in 
order to provide for one’s family. While the Secretary of the Interior is charged with 
protecting Alaska Native subsistence rights, its failure to do so led Congress to pass the 
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Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act (ANILCA) in 1980. ANILCA set aside 
over 100 million acres of “Conservation System Units” setting aside land to be managed 
by the Bureau of Land Management. However, as Linxwiler and Perkins point out, such 
set-asides limit access for hunting and fishing. ANILCA guarantees subsistence rights for 
Alaska Natives, as well as non-indigenous peoples living in rural areas, on federal lands, 
and mandates that the state manages resources on state-owned and private lands (Sacks 
1995; Huhndorf and Huhndorf 2011). Huhndorf and Huhndorf (2011, 393) assert that 
“this denotes a failure to recognize subsistence as an aboriginal right with cultural 
meanings for Native peoples.” In other words, by giving the same rights to the indigenous 
as to rural non-indigenous, the act did not recognize the historical relationship between 
the indigenous people and the land, extending uniform rights to all rural residents. It 
does, however, require that the BLM research how any changes to federal land will affect 
subsistence activities (Linxwiler and Perkins 2004). In congressional testimony in 2018, 
Mary Peltola, the Executive Director of the Kuskokwim Inter-Tribal Fish Commission, 
explains that the federal law conflicts with state law in Alaska—whereas ANILCA 
requires policymakers to consider those who live on the land before putting any 
restrictions on resources, state law requires equal access for Alaska state residents to all; 
“it prohibits prioritizing subsistence uses of fish and game resources for Alaska’s rural 
residents” (Peltola 2018, 3). Thus, it is dual-management system whereby the federal 
government defers to state policy “whenever possible” leading to a situation in which 
“These conflicting management regimes create serious problems that restrict our 
subsistence opportunities and impede our ability to fully engage in our traditional 
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subsistence way of life and to be fully self-determined in that engagement” (Peltola 2018, 
3). 
ANCSA 
While activists pushed for a settlement of indigenous land claims in Alaska, the 
sudden impetus to settle these claims quickly and with as little controversy as possible 
came from the discovery of oil in Alaska’s Kenai Peninsula (Blatchford 2013; Byun 
2015). Secretary of the Interior Stewart Udall froze all transfers of federal land in Alaska 
until Alaska Native claims were settled. As more oil was discovered, particularly on the 
North Slope, efforts were increased to settle Native claims so that oil companies could 
begin to build the infrastructure to extract the oil (Blatchford 2013; Byun 2015).  
The unique circumstances of Alaska led to a unique settlement. As Metcalfe 
explains,  
Congress fashioned a settlement based on a corporate model of privately held 
equity rather than common property held in perpetual trust by the U.S. 
government. In exchange for money and title to huge tracts of land conveyed to 
private, Native-owned, for-profit corporations, all Native claims were 
extinguished. Congress imposed the settlement by legislative fiat. There was no 
referendum by which Alaska Natives could weigh the costs and benefits and then 
vote for or against the settlement. (Metcalfe 2015, xxii) 
 
ANCSA legally settled Alaska Native claims to land; Alaska Natives ceded claims to 
more than 360 million of acres; in return, they received title to 45.5 million acres and 
$962.5 million. Instead of lands being held in trust, as Native American lands are in the 
lower 48 states, ANCSA conferred titles to the corporations (ANCSA 1971). Importantly, 
ANCSA extinguished subsistence rights, the right of Alaska Natives to hunt and fish on 
their lands, giving the Secretary of the Interior and the Alaskan state government the right 
and duty to legislate and protect subsistence regulations. Subsistence rights have become 
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a contentious issue in Alaska. A complicated dual-management system has led to conflict 
between native nations and the state government (Kofinas et al. 2013).  
ANCSA abolished all reservations, except for one. The residents of Annette 
Island decided to remain a reserve, the equivalent of a reservation in terms of its land 
being held in trust by the federal government. In addition, seven of the 200 indigenous 
Alaskan villages opted out: Arctic Village, Elim, Gamble, Telin, Klukwan, Savoonga, 
and Venetie (Anders and Anders 1986). The remaining 188 villages formed into twelve 
corporations with one additional corporation for Alaska Natives residing outside of 
Alaska; more than 200 hundred village corporations were stood up. The state of Alaska 
and Congress agreed to contribute to the Alaska Native Fund; the state of Alaska 
designated 500 million and Congress 462.5 million dollars, which was paid over eleven 
years, ending in 1981 (Anders and Anders 1986). 
Alaska Natives born prior to December 1971 were entitled to 100 shares of stock 
in local and regional corporations; to be considered an Alaska Native required 
demonstrating twenty-five percent indigenous Alaskan heritage. Worl explains that 
“Shareholders in the corporations were Alaska Natives enrolled in a region or village 
who received 100 shares each in their region’s and/or village’s corporations—quite 
different from tribal membership that was constituted on a perpetual and communal 
basis.” (2003, 6). Thus, ANCSA created a new form of tribal identity, one that was 
limited to those born by a certain date, altering traditional tribal relationships in 
fundamental ways.  
The stocks were barred from sale or transfer for twenty years, except by legal 
action (Anders and Anders 1986). However, after that, they can be transferred to anyone, 
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including non-natives if corporations choose to allow it (GAO 2012). Blatchford (2013) 
argues that this ability to transfer stock led corporations to become increasingly detached 
from indigenous values. However, even if they own stock, non-natives cannot vote in the 
corporations. For those born after 1971, some corporations created life estates, which are 
not transferable- once they shareholder passes away, life estates shares return to the 
corporation (Blatchford 2013). The act was amended in 1988 to address alienability (the 
ability to sell or transfer stock) and the “after-borns,” those born after December 18, 
1971, who are not eligible for stock and were essentially left out of the agreement 
(Hirschfield 1992). Hirschfield explains that “ANCSA restricted alienability for twenty 
years, under the assumption that within that time Native shareholders would have been 
enriched by the settlement and would be ready to abandon their traditional ways and enter 
the corporate world. This has not been the case” (1992). The amendments do not 
fundamentally alter either the alienability restriction or the deadline of December 18, 
1971, but they allow the shareholders of corporations to make exceptions and alterations 
of these policies (Hirschfield 1992). 
ANCSA did not set up a governance system, but rather corporations. The 
legislation left issues of tribal sovereignty issues unclear, to be worked out in the court 
system as needed. The notion of sovereignty continues to be discussed and debated. 
Alaska’s attorney general, Jahna Lindemuth (2017, 2), wrote in October 2017 that “the 
status of Alaska Tribes was unclear for many years. The state initially took the legal 
position that tribes did not exist in Alaska.” Nonetheless, she states that her careful 
examination of the law shows the Alaskan tribes do indeed exist as sovereign entities in 
Alaska, despite the lack of “Indian Country” in Alaska (16). Indigenous lands are not 
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recognized as Indian territory in Alaska, which means they do not have certain privileges, 
such as establishing casinos. Under ANCSA, lands owned by corporations are fee simple 
(Nelson 1990)—in other words, the corporations own and can develop the land. In 
contrast, land on reservations cannot be bought and sold without legal proceedings 
(Anderson and Parker 2008). Thus, a very different dynamic and problem set developed 
in Alaska than in the lower 48 states. While many tribes in the lower 48 litigate over 
tribal recognition and negotiations with states to set up casinos, in Alaska a prominent 
problem is conflict with the state over subsistence rights on non-federal lands. 
Conclusions 
The history of Native Americans in the United States is complex and cannot be 
summed up pithily. Nevertheless, certain themes emerge: the struggle for sovereignty as 
the fledgling United States sought to come to terms with the Native population; the push 
to assimilate Native Americans and take their land so that the United States could fulfill 
its “destiny”; the pendulum swing of policy as the US alternately seeks to right past 
wrongs and still pursue its interest in assimilation and economic developments. Of note, 
even when policies were ostensibly altruistic, they were largely missing input from those 
affected (Fixico 1990). O’Neill professes “Clearly ethnocentric and, at best, paternalistic, 
modernization theory shaped the foundations of American Indian policy from the 
development of the first boarding schools and reservation land allotments to the Indian 
New Deal and Termination.” (Hosmer and O’Neill 2004, 5). Dependency theory has been 
used to demonstrate the ineffectiveness of trying to acculturate Native Americans and to 
argue for indigenous governance, including control of resources (O’Neil 2005). 
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The history of Alaska natives with Native American in the lower 48 states share 
some striking similarities, as both faced discrimination and were subject to government 
efforts to assimilate them and encourage them to leave their culture behind. Both 
generated rights movements that influenced policy at a state and federal level. The paths 
diverge when considering treaties, which Alaska Natives never had the ability to be party 
to, the issue of subsistence rights, and the passage of ANCSA instead of the formation of 
reservations. Native Americans in the lower 48 were greatly affected by the Dawes Act 
and IGRA, acts which have little to no impact on Alaska Natives. Those in the lower 48 
had little say in the formulation of these policies. 
ANCSA represents an alternate model of Native Nation and government relations 
that resulted in significantly different outcomes for tribes in Alaska than in the lower 48. 
While imperfect in many ways, some Alaska Natives, particularly through the ANB, 
were able to have input into the legislation that profoundly shaped their future, ANCSA. 
Metcalfe argues: 
The corporate model proved to be an awkward fit and, for many Alaska Native 
groups, a culturally inappropriate method to effect a Native claims settlement. Yet 
it was through ANCSA that Alaska Natives gained the political power that comes 
with the financial strength embodied in the twelve regional corporations and more 
than two hundred village corporations created under the terms of the act. 
(Metcalfe 2015, xxii) 
 
Thus, while corporations and the legislation framing ANCSA undoubtedly has its 
drawbacks, ANCSA offered empowerment for Native Nations through the pooled 
resources of the corporations. Huhndorf and Huhndorf (2011, 393) uphold that “Where 
once Native people had stood on the sidelines and watched the resources being taken 
from their land, they were now participants and beneficiaries as they also controlled the 
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terms of development.” Many scholars (Hirschfield 1992; Anders and Anders 1986; 
Blatchford 2013) disagree with this optimistic outlook. No better indicator of the 
continued debate over the status of Native Nations in Alaska is found than in the 2017 
opinion of Alaska’s attorney general, indicated that tribes do indeed exist in Alaska and 
have legal status and sovereignty (Lindemuth 2017); the fact that the governor of Alaska 
requested clarity on this issue demonstrates the fluidity of indigenous status in the United 
States. Attorney General Lindemuth, in response to a request from Governor Bill Walker, 
explains: 
The current state of the law is clear—there are 229 sovereign tribes within 
Alaska. Yet there continue to be misunderstandings about the existence of tribes 
in Alaska and their inherent sovereignty. A common misunderstanding is that 
ANCSA extinguished or terminated Alaska Tribes. But ANCSA settled, and 
extinguished, tribal claims to aboriginal title; it did not extinguish tribal 
governments. Because ANCSA did not explicitly terminate Alaska Tribes, it does 
not affect Alaska Tribes’ status as sovereign governments. (Lindemuth 2017, 5) 
 
Tribes in Alaska are still fighting for recognition in addition to competing for resources 
with corporations, a very different situation than is found in the lower 48 states. The 
varying cultural, political, and economic impact of ANCSA compared to the experience 





CHAPTER III  - LITERATURE REVIEW 
Overview 
Scholars have noted a gap in the literature concerning Native Americans and 
Alaska Natives in several areas, including governance, the effects of ANCSA and issues 
related to gaming; this review will give an overview of existing literature regarding these 
topics and where indigenous politics fits into broader academic disciplines. This review 
has six parts. First, it defines the terms to be used in this dissertation. Second, it discusses 
some of the reasons for the relative dearth of academic attention in this area and the place 
of indigenous themes as an independent discipline, rather than integrated into broader 
fields, such as public administration and political science. Third, it considers literature 
related to indigenous governance. The fourth topic of focus is ANCSA, because of its 
complexity and the fact that examining its effects on Alaskan tribes is a central part of 
this study. Fifth, it discusses literature related to the impact of casinos on Native 
Americans, a circumstance unique to Native American reservations. Finally, it touches on 
the gap this dissertation seeks to narrow. 
Definitions 
In order to fully understand this topic, it is worth exploring the terminology that 
will be used in this study, such as “indigenous,” “Native American,” “Alaska Native,” 
“tribe,” “Native Nation,” “tribal government,” “Indian Country,” “governance,” and 
“sovereignty” and “plenary power.” As with many of these terms, there is no universally 
accepted definition for indigenous, American Indian, or tribe (Cook and Sarkin 2009; 
Pevar 2012), nor is there a common definition of Indian or Native American (Lavelle, 
Larsen and Gundersen 2009; Pevar 2012). The terms themselves are contested (Flaherty 
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2017). A useful definition is that the indigenous are peoples with a common heritage, 
language, traditions, ancestry, history, origin story, religion, beliefs, and vision of the 
world (United Nations Permanent Forum on Indigenous Issues). Further, the term 
indigenous refers to peoples of any country, whereas “American Indian” or “Native 
American” refers to an indigenous person residing in the United States. The term “Native 
Nation” refers to groups of indigenous peoples; this term is preferred in more recent 
literature because it is not a name associated with the dominant government but rather 
with indigenous sovereignty (Mckay personal communication October 18, 2017). 
Flaherty, among others, points out the problems with the terms “American Indian” and 
“Native American.” As is commonly known, the word “Indian” is based on the mistaken 
belief that Italian explorer Christopher Columbus had found India. A Native American 
describes any person born in the United States, and thus is imprecise, although it is more 
commonly used to refer to a member of a US indigenous group. The indigenous self-
identify for the US census and thus are free to choose their own identity and are not 
constrained by specific criteria (French 2011), while tribal leaders set their own criteria 
for membership (Lavelle, Larsen and Gundersen 2009).  
In 2010, the US census defined “American Indian or Alaska Native” as “a person 
having origins in any of the original peoples of North and South America (including 
Central American) and who maintains tribal affiliation or community attachment” 
(Norris, Vines and Hoeffel 2010, 2). However, other government entities use more 
specific criteria. Pevar explains that  
each government—tribal, state, and federal—determines who is an Indian for 
purposes of that government’s laws. This can result in someone being determined 
to be an Indian under tribal but not under federal law, under federal but not tribal 
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law, under tribal but not state law, and so forth. In other words, the same person 
can be considered an Indian in some situations and not in others, depending on 
how ‘Indian’ is defined in that situation. (Pevar 2012, 450–454)  
 
Thus, for some government entities having tribal membership constitutes being “Indian,” 
but for others, including some tribes, it depends on blood quantum (the amount of Native 
American blood), which can be set at different levels depending on the tribe. Courts must 
determine membership before determining jurisdiction – this is generally done by 
considering Indian ancestry and tribal membership (Pevar 2012). 
According to Nelson (1990), an individual is Alaska Native if she or she is “one-
fourth degree or more Alaska Indian (including Tsimshian Indians not enrolled in the 
Metlakatla Indian Community) Eskimo, or Aleut blood, or combination thereof” (Nelson 
1990, 261). In the absence of proof of a blood quantum, recognition by a tribe of one’s 
native status serves as a qualification. To be recognized as Native American by a Native 
Nation, one must meet very specific criteria that vary considerably from tribe Native 
Nation to Native Nation. For instance, for the Cherokee Nation, one has to prove they 
have descended from someone on the Dawes Roll, a list of tribal members between 1899 
and 1906 (Cherokee Nation 2012), but there is no specific requirement for blood 
quantum. To be recognized by the Pala Band of Mission Indians of California, a member 
has to be able to prove one-sixteenth blood quantum. While this does not appear to be a 
prohibitively high standard, because of the requirement that heritage be specific to that 
tribe, the chairman of the tribe, fully expects that the tribe will eventually die out if these 
criteria are not changed (Interview with Chairman Smith July 26, 2017). 
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Tribes4 are self-declared and defined; as with the term “American Indian,” tribes 
may define themselves differently than state or federal governments and thus recognition 
is often not universal (Pevar 2012). To obtain federal recognition, a tribe must meet 
extensive Department of the Interior requirements. The seven requirements include that: 
it has existed as a coherent group since the year 1900; the majority of the Native Nation 
“comprises a distinct community and has existed as a community from historical times 
until the present” (NCAI, n.d., 25); political control over tribal members historically; a 
written document or statement describing the tribe’s membership criteria and protocols of 
governing; tribal members are historical descendants of a tribe that is not already 
recognized in North America, who have grouped together as one political entity, and 
finally, no legislation exists that has ended or forbidden recognition of the group seeking 
it (NCAI, n.d). Federally recognized tribes have a huge range in size; for instance, there 
are over 300,000 members of the Cherokee Nation, and only five members in the 
California Valley Miwok Tribe (Pevar 2012). The rights of federally recognized tribes in 
the United States include the right to govern themselves, define who is a citizen of a tribe, 
to carry out justice, to impose taxes and the right to “sovereign immunity” (d’Errico 
2000; Duarte 2017), that is the right of a Native Nation as a political entity to be exempt 
from prosecution.  
It is important to understand that the very notion of a “tribe” is a Western 
construct, associated with a primitive image of the indigenous as savage. David Wiley 
(2013) explains that the category tribe “is primarily a means to reduce for readers the 
                                                 
4 It is important to note that some find the term “tribe” offensive, as relic of colonialism. No offense is 
meant by the use of this term in this dissertation. Given its legal use, as well as use by some tribes, it is 
used in this dissertation as well.   
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complexity of the non-Western society of Africa, Asia, Latin America and the American 
plains” (1). Native Nations have been forced historically to adopt Western organizational 
concepts in order to survive and improve their situations economically. For example, the 
BIA recognizes “tribes” in order to access the benefits in the trust relationship. The trust 
relationship refers to the obligations of the federal government to indigenous peoples 
upon taking their lands; in exchange for Native Nations agreeing to subside on 
increasingly small portions of their land and be pushed to new locations, the federal 
government made a contractual promise, through hundreds of treaties, policies, and 
legislation, to provide services such as education (Keel 2018). The Menominee resisted 
BIA nomenclature because many of their members did not live on reservations, but they 
found they had to officially call themselves a tribe in order to gain benefits of the trust 
relationship (Wiley 2013).  
A tribal government consists of Alaska Native or Native Americans who come 
together because of common ancestry, customs, and traditions; there are two kinds of 
tribal governments, traditional, and those with a state or federal government sanctioned 
constitution formed under the IRA of 1934. This act spelled out the process for tribes to 
choose whether they wanted a formal constitution and organization (United States Fish & 
Wildlife Service, n.d.). Indian Country refers to land contained within reservations as 
well as any lands outside of the reservation federally designated for Native American use. 
Interestingly, Native Hawaiians do not have tribal governments and do not fall under the 
BIA. They have sought recognition and in 2016, the federal government passed a new 
regulation, 43 CFR Part 50, allowing for relations between the federal government and 
any Native Hawaiian government should one form. Because of the evolving nature of this 
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relationship and the lack of current tribal governments, Native Hawaiians will not be 
considered in this study.  
Because this study concerns governance, a brief explanation of how that term is 
used in this study, as well as sovereignty and self-determination follows. Martin (2003) 
describes governance as “the formal and informal structures and processes through which 
a group, community or society conducts and regulates both its internal affairs and its 
relations with others” (Martin 2003, iv). This comprehensive description fits various 
levels of governance on the national and subnational level well. Native Nations have a 
government-to-government relationship with state and federal governments in the United 
States as noted on the websites for the BIA and NCAI. Thus, in many ways, Native 
Nations could be said to be sovereign, as will be explored in more depth below.  
Sovereignty is a term rich in meaning; it has different definitions depending on 
the context in which it is discussed and the perspective of the person using this term. 
Sovereignty was defined as “supreme legal authority” during the age of monarchs, 
particularly the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries; instilling a belief in “divine right” 
(d’Errico 2017, para. 1) helped to bring order to chaos (Krasner 2001). Krasner (2001) 
explains that philosophers such as Bodin and Hobbes advanced the notion of hierarchical 
power, seeking to legitimize domestic authority and bring order, but they were ultimately 
unsuccessful as more democratic institutions took hold. Sovereignty in more modern days 
is often interpreted as the right to self-rule without interference from other states; it also 
implies the ability to make treaties with other sovereign entities (Krasner 2001). Waltz 
discusses the notion of sovereignty by noting,  
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To say that a state is sovereign means that it decides for itself how it will cope 
with its internal and external problems, including whether or not to seek 
assistance from others and in doing so to limit its freedom by making 
commitments to them. States develop their own strategies, chart their own 
courses, make their own decisions about how to meet whatever needs they 
experience and whatever desires they develop. (Waltz 1979, 96) 
 
Significantly for states and arguably applicable to Native Nations, Waltz argues that it is 
a mistake to believe sovereignty means a lack of constraints. On the contrary, states face 
numerous constraints in the international system just as Native Nations do in their 
interactions at the unit and sub-unit levels. D’Errico notes that there was never agreement 
on the meaning of sovereignty and whether authority stems from citizens or is granted by 
God. The concept of sovereignty has always been amorphous, and “is perhaps the most 
cryptic in federal Indian law” (d’Errico 2017, para. 1).  
Sovereignty is viewed differently by the federal government, citizens and by the 
international community. Fenelon (2006, 382) describes the tension between Native 
Nation, state, and federal governments as a form of “dual sovereignty.” Porter (2002) 
notes that there has been much debate regarding what sovereignty means in regard to 
indigenous peoples. The NCAI (n.d. 18) defines sovereignty simply as “the authority to 
self-govern.” Ortiz (2002), Deloria (1996) and Lerma (2014), among others assert that 
sovereignty is a European rather than Native American concept. Power tends to be more 
dispersed among Native Americans, rather than hierarchical. Nonetheless, the concept of 
sovereignty is important to scholars of indigenous governance as well as to tribal leaders 
and citizens. Cattelino (2008) explains that indigenous rights to sovereignty stem from 
precolonial times and are not contingent about recognition by colonizers; regardless, the 
incipient United States did recognize the political authority of indigenous peoples when 
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Washington negotiated with them and signed treaties, establishing “government-to-
government relations” (Loc 324). Fenelon (2006) asserts that Native Nations have 
survived today because of cultural sovereignty, which he interprets as the right to 
maintain a traditional lifestyle.  
Sovereignty has many implications for the indigenous. On its website, the Port 
Gamble S’klallam Tribe explains sovereignty in this way: “‘Sovereignty’ is the inherent 
authority to govern. Tribes use the term interchangeably with self-governance and self-
determination.” Lee (2017, 22) explains that “American Indian nations…were complete, 
independent sovereigns, as that term is known in international law, before European 
contact.” Porter (2002) concurs, noting that the treaties made between tribes and 
colonizers reflected mutual recognition of sovereignty. Holm (Forward to Lerma 2014, 
vii) argues that the word sovereignty is often “misapplied…” “misused and 
misinterpreted.” Ortiz (2002) discusses the debate over tribal sovereignty, noting that 
some scholars interpret the very limited language in the US Constitution, such as 
Congress’ authority to regulate trade “with” tribes, as an indication that tribes are 
sovereign nations. He mentions the changing notions of indigenous sovereignty in court 
case decisions from independent nations to partial sovereignty. Kalt and Singer (2004) 
state that within the United States, there is not just one sovereign power, but many. 
Cornell and Kalt define political sovereignty as “the extent to which a tribe has genuine 
control over reservation decision-making, the use of reservation resources, and relations 
with the outside world” (2003, 8). They see sovereignty and the related notion of self-
determination as the most important determinant of tribal success: “Self-determination 
has turned out to be the only policy that the US has found which has shown real prospect 
 
54 
of reversing these disasters and mistakes” (Kalt and Singer 2004, 43), referring to the 
long history of US policy toward Native Americans, which will be explored in chapter 4, 
Comparative Historical Background. Lerma (2014) asserts that any treatment of tribal 
sovereignty must start by acknowledging tribes as international actors, as they were 
viewed historically. Corntassel (2008) advocates moving away from the Western view of 
state-centered self-determination toward “sustainable self-determination” (105) that 
includes responsibility and treaties among the indigenous, and using indigenous forums, 
rather than the United Nations. 
Porter (2002), in “The Meaning of Indigenous Nation Sovereignty,” takes both a 
philosophical and practical approach to sovereignty, exploring multiple meanings based 
on one’s perspective, whether from the indigenous themselves, a national or international 
perspective. Porter (2002) regards sovereignty as incorporating both freedom and 
responsibility, as well as the power to carry out one’s responsibilities. Lerma’s (2014, 1) 
definition also incorporates the notion of duty; indigenous sovereignty is “the inherent 
responsibility many Indigenous peoples have to serve their traditional homelands. This is 
the true essence of Indigenous sovereignty.” Porter (2002, 111) asserts that cultural 
distinctness, more so than any other attribute of what it means to be sovereign, is the most 
powerful forces for ensuring one’s belief in being sovereign as well as being recognized 
as such by other peoples. The Port Gamble S’klallam Tribe, on its website, asserts that 
"Tribal sovereignty is a tool to preserve culture and traditions of Indian people." Porter 
points to the importance of the Supreme Court opinions of Chief Justice John Marshall in 
theorizing about indigenous sovereignty. The influence of Marshall’s writing can be seen 
in the description of sovereignty and self-determination that President William J. Clinton 
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used in Executive Order 13175, which describes tribes as “domestic dependent nations” 
with “inherent sovereign powers over their members and territory” (Clinton 2000).  
Scholars often point out the importance of the concept of sovereignty in not only 
governance but culture and identity. Wilkins (2015) asserts that “tribal sovereignty is 
arguably the most important, unifying concept across Indian Country. It is about more 
than political boundaries; it defines nothing less than our living, collective power which 
is generated as traditions are respectfully developed, sustained, and transformed to 
confront new conditions” (para. 1). Wilkins credits Vine with formulating the term “tribal 
sovereignty,” thereby imbuing the term with the notion of “cultural integrity” and 
identity. He quotes Vine that “Tribal sovereignty is nothing less than the expressed living 
power of our nations” (para. 5-7). Similarly, Duarte (2017) puts forth the indigenous view 
of sovereignty as based on integrity, both of people and governmental institutions. She 
explains that the basis of tribal sovereignty is the “dynamic relationship between the will 
of a people to live by the ways of knowing they have cultivated over millennia within a 
homeland and the legal and political rights they have negotiated with the occupying 
federal government” (51). 
Wilkins (1997) documents and discusses Supreme Court decisions that he argues 
have purposefully limited tribal sovereignty. He avows that these decisions, rather than 
being dispassionate interpretations of the law, were designed to support concepts related 
to federal policy that have negative effects on Native Americans, such as the doctrine of 
discovery, the concept of domestic dependent nations and plenary power. Wilkins (1997, 
3) condemns these decisions, which took place between 1823 and 1992, as “the most 
egregious examples of precedent in which the court has applied linguistic semantics, 
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rhetorical straggles, and other devises to disempower tribal governments and to 
disenfranchise individual Indians.” Despite this condemnation of what he views as policy 
by the Supreme Court, Wilkins acknowledges that many decisions have also “affirmed 
the sovereign or semi-sovereign status of tribes and recognized their inherent rights as 
governments, independent and separate nations not beholden to the United States 
Constitution for their existence” (3). Nonetheless, the net result, in Wilkins’ view, is that 
Supreme Court decisions are used as a justification of policies rather than fulfilling the 
role of a check on the authority and policies of the other units of government, Congress 
and the executive branch. Wilkins (2015) and Wilkins and Wilkins (2018); do not just 
criticize the federal government for its abuse of Native Americans; they also criticize 
Native American leaders who use sovereign power as a rationale to wield increasing 
amounts of power and disenroll tribal members.  
Plenary power is a controversial concept that is important in understanding the 
relationship between the government and tribes. Plenary power can be defined as 
Congress’ authority to exercise extra-constitutional power over tribes (Wilkins 1997). 
Justice David Breyer suggests that certain “pre-constitutional” powers are relevant to the 
relationship between the US government and Native Americans (Fletcher 2006), Wilkins 
notes that the term plenary is also used in the sense of preempting state law (Wilkins 
1997); states have often been prevented from exercising authority over tribes because of 
the plenary relationship between Native Americans and the federal government, though 
this relationship has been tempered over the years as power as shifted from the federal 
government to the state for many issues involving Native Americans (Corntassel and 
Witmer 2008).  
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Indigenous themes in the Social Sciences 
Many scholars lament the lack of rigorous on themes related to tribal governance. 
Aufrecht (1999), in a review of Native American governance, documents that for many 
years tribal governments were not considered in textbooks and other studies of 
governments. He points out that even when Native Americans are mentioned briefly in 
textbooks, the words “Native American” are often omitted from the index of books, 
making such references difficult to find. In a search of 36 public administration 
textbooks, Aufrecht located only one that included Native American in the index. 
Aufrecht speculates that the absence of the study of governance from public 
administration literature is due to assumptions made about Native Americans and 
stereotypes, asserting that Native American beliefs do not fit into “our models of the 
world” (1999, 375). Mason (2000) adds that “for most Americans and even most elected 
officials, what happens in Indian Country might as well be happening in Antarctica” (7). 
Similarly, economic historians lament the lack of research on Native Americans; in 
economic history and accounts of development they are often absent or relegated the role 
of victim (Harmon, O’Neill and Rosier 2011). The complexities of Native American and 
Alaska Native governance have not been considered relevant by many scholars in the 
past, but this oversight is starting to change.  
Lightfoot (2016) is part of an important movement of scholars advocating for 
increased inclusion of Native American themes into political science and international 
relations. Indigenous studies scholars are seeking to integrate indigenous studies into 
international relations theory in a meaningful way (Lightfoot 2016). Scholars are pushing 
back against the traditional idea of indigenous studies in a silo; consequently, indigenous 
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studies are classified as ethnic or Native American studies, put into a separate academic 
department only to be studied by those who major or minor in this area. Scholars are now 
making the case for integrating indigenous ideas into disciplines such as international 
relations and political science, rather than segregating them from the rest of the 
curriculum (Lightfoot 2016; Ferguson 2016; Flaherty 2017). In the preface to her study, 
Flaherty expresses her hope that “this work can serve an additional step toward bringing 
Native politics out of a ‘niche’ field and into the general study of American politics, 
where it belongs” (Flaherty 2017, Loc 376). 
Post-colonial theorists and indigenous scholars seek to challenge Western 
assumptions about social science concepts, such as the focus on the state as the most 
important actor, as well as the nature of hegemony and sovereignty. O’Neill (2005) 
asserts that many notions that scholars are used to juxtaposing, such as traditional and 
modern, secular, and sacred, are false dichotomies because they do not account for 
complexity. She maintains that there is a “universalized notion of modernity” (2) in 
historical academic scholarship, which arguably extends to other disciplines.  
Including the indigenous in broader conceptions of scholarship requires 
rethinking many traditional concepts such as “(1) the state, (2) decolonization, (3) 
liberalism, (4) diplomacy, and (5) Westphalian sovereignty” (Lightfoot 2016). Ferguson 
concurs, noting that Native Americans have been excluded from political science. 
Integrating indigenous thought in political science requires acknowledging nations rather 
than states as well as examining the intersubjective nature of sovereignty. He asserts 
“Now, in the twenty-first century, it is time for political science as an epistemological 
organization to recognize and remedy its current exclusion of the peoples of the land on 
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which we live” (Ferguson 2016, 1). Wilmer agrees, adding that political science 
programs in other countries have “taken Indigenous politics more seriously than those on 
the U.S. mainland” because of what Wilmer terms “intellectual hegemony” (2016, 2). 
Scholars in the United States have traditionally overlooked this rich field of study, 
considering it outside their purview. 
Governance 
There are relatively few studies on indigenous governance; existing literature, for 
example, focuses on resistance, intergovernmental relations, post-colonialism, and 
practical strategies for tribes. O'Malley (1996) characterizes indigenous governance as 
resistance, examining how policies allowing self-determination in Australia are part of 
the incorporation of the indigenous into the larger governmental umbrella. O'Malley 
notes the constructive role of resistance while also observing that self-determination can 
lead to instability. Martin (2003), in an examination of the relationship between 
Australian tribes and society, argues for the need to develop indigenous institutions 
capable of strategic engagement with society at large. Martin proposes that intercultural 
institutions that are connected to and interact with society function better than striving to 
strictly traditional indigenous institutions. Smith (2005), as part of a rural governance 
assessment project in Australia, proposes a framework to assess governance composed of 
an evaluation of 1) Power, 2) “Cultural geography and legitimacy” (22), 3) leadership, 4) 
decision-making, 5) organizational performance, 6) strategic planning, 7) participation, 8) 
accountability, 9) resource management, and 10) accountability and capacity.  
Fixico (2013) writes prolifically about policies that have affected Native 
Americans. Some of his works include an in-depth look at Termination policy (1990), a 
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history of the BIA, and an examination of modern Native Nation governance and 
resilience. He notes that “flexibility of adaptation” is a key characteristic of native 
communities; the ability to maintain traditions while adapting to the many changes and 
new policies “sustained Indians through centuries” (Fixico 2013, 70). Fixico (2013) 
argues that indigenous people have “reinvented themselves in order to rebuild their 
nations,” adapting “four essential tools: education, navigation within cultural systems, 
modern Indian leadership, and indigenized political economy” (6). Resilience has 
allowed indigenous peoples to survive the ravages of colonization; they are now able to 
rebuild and are in the process of achieving self-determination. He notes that “seeing” 
from a Native perspective emanates from cultural foundations of each tribe in a different 
way and relates both the observable and spiritual world (Fixico 2013). Keeping native 
perspectives in mind is necessary for obtaining a clear picture of how Native Americans 
and Alaska Natives have adapted their governments and forged their own path (Fixico 
2013).  
The HPAIED produces works on issues of welfare and governance, analyzing 
tribes in the United States, Canada, New Zealand, and Australia. The project began in 
1987; it is housed at Harvard University and collaborates with the University of 
Arizona’s Native Nations Institute for Leadership. Its main purpose is to analyze ways to 
foster economic development on Indian reservations and encourage effective governance. 
Along those lines, it has produced such works as Reloading the Dice: Improving the 
chances for economic development on American Indian reservations (2003) and Alaska 
Native self-government and service delivery: What works? (2003), publications aimed at 
changes needed to make an attractive climate for business but that also discuss effective 
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governance. They call attention to the poverty and social problems on reservations in the 
United States (Cornell and Kalt 2003) and argue that self-government is essential for 
good governance; that is to say, tribes must be responsible for making the decisions that 
affect their communities. One of the many obstacles Native Americans on reservations 
face is governance by outsiders- systems that are not based on cultural and historical 
indigenous traditions are either imposed on reservations or outsiders are the ones 
effectively making decisions.  
As part of its goal to promote effective governance, HPAIED has a program that 
honors successful governance in tribes, “Honoring Nations.” It has produced five case 
studies on governance thus far, geared toward recognizing success in tribal nations, as 
well as a multitude of brief reports, including “Nation Building Among the Chilkoot 
Tlingit Chilkoot Indian Association,” which honors a Native Nation that did not take part 
in the ANCSA, instead choosing to develop independent of the corporate system, 
rebuilding its tribal government institutions with limited resources. These brief reports 
and case studies produce useful “snapshots” of individual tribes and emphasize practical 
lessons learned (The Harvard Project on American Indian Economic Development 2002; 
Heraghty 2005) rather than an in-depth analysis of governance. They can be viewed as 
prescriptive, as discussed below, and somewhat patronizing, such as the observation that 
“The only way for Indian nations to gain non-Indian citizens’ and governments’ respect 
is to earn it” (The Harvard Project on American Indian Economic Development 2002, 3). 
Jorgensen’s (2007) edited volume Rebuilding Native Nations: Strategies for Governance 
and Development, updates Harvard’s work and provides policy recommendations for 
tribal nation-building, and nation-rebuilding, restoring indigenous governance to 
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precolonial foundation. In this work, Cornell and Kalt (2007) assert the importance of 
political mechanisms in solving social and economic problems. Further, the authors break 
down approaches to development in Native American areas to the standard approach and 
the nation-building approach, respectively. The standard approach is the traditional mode 
of interaction between the federal government and the indigenous, wherein decisions tend 
to be made by people outside of the community and indigenous culture is seen as a 
barrier to overcome. The nation-building approach, on the other hand, takes place when 
indigenous leaders make the main decisions and institutions are in line with indigenous 
culture (Cornell and Kalt 2007). 
The central conclusions of HPAIED, according to its website, are that culture, 
leadership, institutions, and sovereignty all “matter” (The Harvard Project on American 
Indian Economic Development 2010-2015); more specifically, self-rule, sound and 
capable institutions and cultural compatibility of governance form the building blocks of 
effective tribal government (Cornell and Kalt 2003). Further, Cornell and Kalt argue that 
the mechanisms of governance “must make reference to sociocultural processes” (2000, 
447). In other words, culture and institutions are entwined; institutions should reflect the 
culture of the governed. If culture is missing from institutions, the institutions become 
dysfunctional.  
Scholars observe that the Harvard Project’s findings have become influential both 
in the United States and abroad, particularly in Australia and Canada (Mowbray 2005; 
Sullivan 2006; Simeone 2007; Ronquillo 2011). Sullivan (2006, 3) describes the Harvard 
Project’s findings as “prescriptions” for sovereignty, good management and “cultural 
match” of government institutions. Sullivan (2006) in particular problematizes these 
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concepts, challenging whether or not they are appropriate for assessing governance 
among Australian indigenous peoples. The Harvard Project’s intention upon inception 
was to promote economic development, thus focusing on sound governance practices as a 
means to reduce the risk of investing in Native American territory. An example of 
prescriptiveness can be seen in the Harvard Project’s economic recommendations in the 
Honoring Native Nations Project: 
Effective self-governance often requires tribes to build or reform tribal institutions 
– constitutions, political structures, policies, and procedures – so that they can 
make full use of natural, human, and financial resources…The only way for 
Indian nations to gain non-Indian citizens’ and governments’ respect is to earn it. 
Tribes that are able to solve compelling problems and administer programs and 
services well are more likely to cultivate widespread support for their nation-
building efforts. (The Harvard Project on American Indian Economic 
Development: 2002, 3)  
 
Sullivan alleges that the Harvard program has become a “product and brand, sold by and 
selling the Harvard Project itself” (2006, 4). Sullivan emphasizes that studies of 
indigenous governance should depart from an emphasis on structure and instead focus on 
information sharing, consent, and consultation mechanisms.  
Flaherty (2017) offers an insightful study of relations between Native Nations and 
the government through an in-depth examination of a conflict over cigarette excise taxes 
in New York during the 1990s. She finds that conflict between tribes and governmental 
entities often stems from the differing perspectives of each party: Native Nations 
approach issues such as taxation from a perspective of sovereignty, while state entities 
often focus on their fiduciary duties to collect taxes, making agreements that endure more 
difficult to achieve.  
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Part of assessing governance is looking at the outcomes of policy application. 
Taylor (2008) notes that measurements of well-being such as through the Millennium 
Development Goals (MDGs), the Human Development Index (HDI), the Australian 
Overcoming Indigenous Disadvantage (AOID) and Danish International Development 
Agency toolkit, attempt, but do not fulfill, the goal of measuring indigenous well-being. 
While these indicators provide a more comprehensive view of quality of life than simply 
looking at Gross Domestic Product (GDP), they still miss important elements of well-
being from an indigenous point of view. The United Nations Permanent Forum on 
Indigenous Issues (UNPFII) working group adds the elements “control over land and 
resources, equal participation in decision-making and control over their own development 
processes” (Taylor 2008, 112). Arctic indigenous people rank low on scales such as GDP 
and HDI but do not perceive themselves as lacking in these areas. Taylor explores the 
Australian government’s policy of “practical reconciliation” (2008, 114) which seeks to 
provide an equal standard of living, based on education, employment, housing, and 
health, between indigenous and non-indigenous Australians. 
ANCSA 
The relevant literature on the ANCSA encompasses the history of the act, 
including its legal aspects, economic effects, with a few works that discuss the political 
and cultural implications. Several books examine the act from the personal perspectives 
of those involved and those who grew up with the new corporate system the act created 
(McClanahan 2006; Hensley 2009). A surge of literature emerged around the time of the 
20th anniversary of ANCSA the 1990s, primarily analyzing the economic effects of this 
historic legislation. Hirschfield (1992) joins Nelson (1990) as well as Anders and Anders 
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(1986) in detailing the problems of ANCSA, including the bankruptcies of some of the 
corporations. Hirschfield (1992) contends that corporations have “political implications 
for Alaska Native Self-governance.” Congress has given Alaska Native corporations 
“quasi tribal status” (Hirschfield 1992), complicating the issue of control of lands. By 
making Alaska Native land a federal grant, the Native Nations lost sovereignty, as the 
corporation gained title to the land. Neither tribal government nor corporation has 
unrestricted decision-making authority over the dispensation of land. She asserts that 
“Without the deeply political notion of group landholding, or the more intimate means of 
governance implied by sovereign land management, Alaska Native autonomy risks being 
swallowed by the market for corporate control” (Hirschfield 1992). Nelson (1990) 
provides a history of Alaska and the lead up to ANCSA, and then points to the flaws in 
ANCSA legislation and recommends further reform in the form of permanent legislation 
that prevents the transfer of Alaska Native corporation land to non-natives. 
ANCSA is controversial for many reasons, one of the most significant of which is 
that the requirement to form corporations is seen as antithetical to indigenous culture. 
Scholars who address the effects of the ANCSA on Native culture are generally critical of 
the act. Many scholars (Anders and Anders 1986; Blatchford 2013) detail the 
shortcomings of the power structure within native corporations. Scholars (Chaffee 2008; 
Metcalfe 2015; Blatchford 2013) characterize ANCSA as an experiment, noting that it 
was an attempt to avoid the problematic reservation system created in previously existing 
states. Byun (2015, 91) asserts that ANCSA had considerable impact on the political, 
economic, social, and cultural lives of Alaska Natives. He examines ANCSA using the 
Coase theorem, which posits that when issues arise around which there are few or no 
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transaction costs, “economic agents will negotiate with one another to reach an 
agreement that is socially optimal.” Byun concludes that ANCSA resulted in a more 
favorable outcome for Alaska Natives than those in the lower 48 because it clearly 
conferred landownership to Alaska Native corporations, but it also resulted in high 
transaction costs, as regional corporations must bear the cost of any litigation, and many 
corporations disputed the land distribution that resulted from ANCSA. Thus, the outcome 
was not socially optimal, and in fact, led to increased conflict between Alaska Native 
groups (Byun 2015). Huhndorf and Huhndorf (2011, 397) present both positive and 
negative aspects of ANCSA, noting its “contradictory legacy,” but observe that a lack of 
clarity on issues of subsistence rights and sovereignty have meant that these are now the 
center of litigation. 
Anders and Anders (1986) contend that the corporations developed under 
ANCSA are incompatible with Alaskan Native cultural values in addition to being on 
shaky financial foundations. They contend that: 
Although their make-up is ostensibly Native, the ANCSA corporations are the 
manifestation of political compromise. As such, these institutions have been 
imposed upon Alaska Natives without much adjustment in either their formal 
appearance or implicit values. For this and other reasons, executive turnover in 
Alaska Native regional corporations has been high except in two or three more 
successful cases. (Anders and Anders 1986, 219) 
 
Hirschfield shares Anders and Anders’ concerns. Traditionally, the village controlled its 
lands, but ANCSA deliberately “severed Native land ownership from Native 
government” (Hirschfield 1992, 121). This severance has severely circumscribed the 
ability of Alaska Natives to control their future collectively (Hirschfield 1992). Huhndorf 
and Huhndorf (2011, 336) note that ANCSA “transformed communal lands into 
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corporate property, thus disrupting traditional land management practices.” On the other 
hand, Huhndorf and Huhndorf point out that ANCSA provided a measure of control and 
benefits that Alaska Natives would not otherwise have had. Worl and Kendall-Miller 
(2018) assert that ANCSA has contributed to both cultural assimilation and persistence of 
Alaska Natives through corporate support of cultural programs, education, and non-profit 
organization. Identification with Alaska Native corporations has become a part of Alaska 
Native identity.  
 Blatchford (2013, 183) argues that the corporate model is inherently in opposition 
to indigenous values and encourages exploitation of the land. He details its shortcomings, 
an important one being the disadvantages of Alaska Natives born after December 18, 
1971; they are known as the “afterborn” and not conferred any benefits under ANCSA. 
Cheney, who writes from the perspective of someone working in a corporation, has a 
different view. In a 2014 dissertation detailing corporate cultural changes in the Sealaska 
Corporation, Cheney points out that Alaskan Native corporations have become a part of 
Alaskan Native culture. Moreover, while Sealaska seeks to represent and revitalize 
Alaskan Native culture, Cheney (2014, 132) found through interviews that there is no 
single vision of how that is best expressed and how Sealaska’s goal of “strengthen our 
people, culture and homelands” should be accomplished, highlighting the need to 
acknowledge that no one “indigenous voice” exists. Worl and Kendall-Miller (2018, 39) 
asserts that while the intention of Congress may have been to assimilate Alaska Natives 
“many Alaska Native cultures have persisted and evolved, and today many are 
reasserting the inherent authority of sovereign governments.” 
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Dombrowski (2007) found in his extensive field research that ANCSA has 
promoted ecological damage due to the quest for profits through timber-harvesting, 
which has had negative social consequences. Changes to subsistence lifestyle have led to 
native relocating, disrupting lifestyles, government funding for villages based on 
population, and separating traditional communities (Dombrowski 2007). Blatchford 
(2013, 10) contributes the idea of the Alaskan Native corporations as being a form of 
“corporate democracy.” He describes corporate democracy as encompassing the 
following shareholder rights: transparency of corporate dealings; the ability to have input 
through speech and voting; and fair treatment by the board. He asserts that the 
expectation that Native leadership would develop culturally appropriate management 
practices was not fulfilled (Blatchford 2013). A 1985 study showed few gains in either 
stock revenue or employment for Alaska Natives (Hirschfield 1992). Hirschfield notes 
that Alaska Native income still fell well below non-native as of 1979, citing statistics 
from a 1985 study of ANCSA that shows 37% of households had more than one person 
in each room. However, it must be considered that the desire for privacy and individual 
space does not hold the same importance in Native communities as in non-native. Close 
family values are highly valued in indigenous communities. Of more concern is a 
reported increase in the native suicide rate (Hirschfield 1992). 
ANCSA and ALRA 
Australia is one of the few countries that has passed legislation comparable to 
ANCSA, the Aboriginal Land Rights (Northern Territory) ACT (ALRA). The act was 
passed in 1976 in response to demands by aboriginals to grant title to land to those who 
were occupying and making use of the land (Hirschfield 1992). The Australian system set 
 
69 
up land councils that oversee the Northern Territory; there, councils have the ability to 
buy and sell land, unlike the Alaska Native corporations. Under this system, Aboriginals 
may apply for a land trust, which if successful, confers a title “in perpetuity.” However, 
the land cannot be transferred without the consent of the Minister for Aboriginal Affairs. 
The councils act as mediating bodies in the event that non-aboriginals wish to purchase 
the land; they seek to ensure that the traditional owners understand Western law and any 
contracts signed. Hirschfield argues that ALRA has the advantage over ANCSA of 
avoiding the financial obligations between regional and village corporations that might 
put undue pressure for development projects. Traditional landowners are an intrinsic part 
of any decision-making process about the land and have rights to the minerals on the 
land.  
Martin (2003, 5) asserts that the Australian corporations are simultaneously 
government-imposed structures and “transformative elements” in governance, as 
indigenous practices morph into intercultural practices through these institutions. He 
describes this as a form of “dual incorporation”; indigenous corporations are established 
under the national Australian legal system and yet ‘incorporated’ into indigenous political 
processes (Martin 2003, 5). Martin (2003) further contends that it is not appropriate to 
label indigenous corporations “cultural appropriate” or not, as this implies a separation 
from the legal framework and societal forces that created the corporations. His 
recommendations include ensuring that corporate resources do not become concentrated; 
this is applicable to Alaskan corporations as resentment of corporate resources from 




The impact of casinos 
Gaming has considerable economic and political import for Native Nations in the 
United States. The effect of casinos bears some interesting similarities to the Alaska 
Native corporations, as will be further explored in this project. According to the National 
Indian Gaming Association’s website in 2015, 238 indigenous entities are involved in the 
gaming industry in some way in the United States. Many misconceptions exist about 
gaming; academic literature about gaming is not abundant but has been growing in the 
years since the IGRA passed in 1988. Gover, for example, asserts that “A great deal has 
been written about Indian gaming, but precious little could be called scholarly in any 
meaningful sense” (2006, 192). Akee, Spilde, and Taylor (2015) avow that research is 
needed on how gaming affects Native Americans over the long term, from social, 
cultural, and economic perspectives. Nonetheless, quality scholarly studies on gaming do 
exist and the body of literature is steadily growing. Below, this review explores the 
literature related to the effects of gaming on law, politics, culture, and economic 
development, as well as how the gaming industry has affected stereotypes of indigenous 
peoples in the United States. 
Several works examine the economic aspects of gaming. Cornell and Kalt (2003) 
discuss gaming as one choice for economic development activities; Jensen (2008) 
characterizes IGRA as designed to protect Native Americans and promote increased 
economic activity. He points out that while gaming has benefited a few Native Nations, 
for others, the potential benefits are limited by relative geographic isolation. Taylor and 
Kalt’s (2005) work, utilizing census data, supports Jensen’s contention, demonstrating 
that both Native Nations with casinos and without them are still poorer than the rest of 
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the United States. Jensen (2008, 14) explains that the “best interest exception” allows for 
gaming on more recently acquired lands, that may have a limited historical connection to 
the Native Nation. The process to establish casinos on new lands is by no means easy, as 
legal and political hurdles must cleared (Jensen 2008).  
Meister, Rand, and Light (2009, 10) characterize the gaming industry as bringing 
“unprecedented diversification” to reservations, as funds are invested in non-gaming 
industries and Native Nations partner with private firms, such as Marriott and Harrah's 
Entertainment, to expand opportunities. They assert that gaming benefits both Native 
Nations and the US economy as a whole as it creates jobs, tax revenue and payments to 
state governments. Conner and Taggart (2013) point out that how lucrative gaming is 
depends in part on the relationship between the Native Nation and the state. Comparing 
census data from 1990 and 2000, they find that while gaming has benefited some Native 
Nations considerably, benefits accrue most to those with a particular set of 
circumstances; those tribes that have Class III5 gaming and are located in states that do 
not allow gambling outside of reservations. Those tribes are able to make regular 
payments to all tribal members through Tribal Revenue Allocations plans (RAPs), thus 
raising per capita income (Conner and Taggart 2013). They explain that, based on their 
study over a relatively short period of 10 years, “gaming nations in states with larger 
populations, higher per capita income and no competition from non-Indian casinos appear 
to be enjoying the greatest improvements in income, employment, and decreased levels 
                                                 
5 A brief explanation of the different levels of gaming is helpful here: Conner and Taggart (2013) 
Class I gaming refers to traditional games. 
Class II refers to low stakes gambling, including Bingo, while Class III is higher stakes and players are 
competing against the house. Tribes must have state authorization to have Class III gaming.  
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of public assistance” (Conner and Taggart 2013, 1040). Examining data between 1988 
and 2003, Wolfe et al. (2012) concur that Class III gaming benefits Native Nation 
members, finding that the income benefits derived from gaming have led to positive 
health benefits. Kodish et al. (2016), in interviews with twelve tribal leaders and 24 tribal 
members in California, found perceived health benefits due to the higher income brought 
in by casinos, which allows for more recreation and wellness opportunities, as well as 
public services related to health. However, respondents also reported that when the 
benefits came from direct payment to Native Nation members, rather than employment, 
negative health consequences sometimes ensured, such as increased alcoholism and drug 
abuse. In addition, the presence of casino led to dietary changes as fast food became more 
readily available (Kodish et al. 2016). 
Akee, Spilde, and Taylor (2015) acknowledge the uneven benefits of gaming 
while demonstrating that per capita income on reservations grew more than five times the 
rate of the United States overall and social indicators improved significantly in the 1990s 
and 2000s. Carder (2016) provides an in-depth analysis of gaming and the Navajo 
Nation, noting its positive economic effects, such as creating some 1,500 jobs, with an 
estimated 90% held by local indigenous people. She asserts that there is no evidence of 
gaming affecting Native Nation society negatively. The evidence she draws on is the 
crime rate since the opening of casinos in two New Mexico towns: Farmington and 
Gallup. Both towns have higher than average US crime rates, but the rate has not 
increased significantly between 2007 and 2012. Carder does point out that Navajo 
Nation’s approval of the sale of alcohol at the Twin Arrows Resort Casino is clearly 
contrary to Navajo traditions and laws. Moreover, gaming creates powerful economic 
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actors that are not affiliated with traditional Navajo leadership and may in fact compete 
with Navajo leaders (Carder 2016). Fenelon (2006), in a study of Lakota and Dakota 
nations, notes that the indigenous are deeply divided about the effects of casinos on 
society and culture, and the impact of gaming is hard to separate from societal changes 
that occur from modernization. He asserts that funds from gaming have allowed the 
Pequots to reinforce their culture and even spur innovation, while others have become 
more divided in conflicts over the prospect of gaming, such as the Lakota. He notes that 
the social aspects of gaming tend to strain traditional family life, a way of life that has 
been tested for centuries. Fenelon (2006) concludes that Native Nations will adapt and 
endure, becoming stronger whether they incorporate gaming into their social and 
economic life or not. 
Several authors address the transformed political role of indigenous peoples in the 
United States due to the changes wrought by gaming. Mason (2000) explains how the 
1988 IGRA alters the political activity of tribes, as well as the relationships between 
indigenous nations and the state. Examining tribes in New Mexico and Oklahoma, Mason 
finds that the economic resources from casinos have allowed tribes greater political 
influence in New Mexico, while tribes in Oklahoma have been limited by political 
opposition within the state. He argues that no other political entity has a dual status like 
that of tribes, serving as both governments and interest groups in different circumstances. 
Peroff (2001) argues that casinos can permanently alter tribal communities as tribes 
acquire land and transform tribal roles. In addition, the regulation of casinos leads to 
conflict between tribal and state government entities. Mays and Taggart refer to the 
developing dynamic between Native Nations and the state as “a new era” (2005, 75) in 
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tribal intergovernmental relations (IGR) as states seek portions of Native Nation casino 
revenue in an effort to prop up flagging economies, often leading to conflictual 
negotiations with Native Nations. Gover (2006, 193) asserts that casinos have given 
tribes “new clout” in political systems at all levels, whereas Light and Rand (2005) argue 
that the changes in legislation affecting the IGRA have weakened tribes’ position in 
relation to the states. Light (2008), in an examination of Native Nation- government 
dynamics in Minnesota, determines that relations with Native Nations are set back by the 
state’s treatment of Native Nations as special interests, rather than having a true 
government- to government relationship.  
Ortiz (2002) observes that tension exists between Native Nations and states, as 
state governments take issue with their lack of authority over taxation and subsistence 
rights that fall within state borders, but outside of the state’s jurisdiction because of 
indigenous political authority in areas designated as Indian Country. He asserts that 
“Tribes exist outside of American federalism, and they exist as sovereigns within this 
nation” (Ortiz 2002, 478). Corntassel and Witmer argue that gaming legislation has 
transformed the relationship between the tribes, the federal government, and the states, 
giving states far more power than they previously had in relation to tribes and spurring an 
era of “forced federalism” (2008, 1).  
Cattelino (2008, 1) examines Hollywood Seminole bingo, the “first tribally 
operated high-stakes gaming venture in North America,” explaining how the expansion 
of their casino operations allowed for both cultural preservation and sovereignty, and also 
documenting the challenges that accompany the influx of wealth experienced by this 
tribe, both internally as well as between the tribe and institutions. She notes the 
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sovereignty dilemma; sovereignty allows tribes to build and operate casinos, but then the 
success of these casinos leads to challenges to their sovereignty from actors who are 
threatened by the Seminole tribe’s economic success (Catetelino 2008). Ackerman (2009) 
finds that, in the case of South Dakota, the state did not negotiate with Native Nations in 
good faith and that relations between Native Nations and the state in South Dakota 
violate the 14th Amendment’s equal protection clause. He sees IGRA, rather than solving 
potential problems related to gaming, as causing them and spurring litigation. Ackerman 
and Bunch characterize the compact between Native Nations and the state in South 
Dakota as “border[ing] on economic racism” (2012, 50-51). Examining a broad array of 
Native Nations involved in gaming, Ackerman and Bunch (2012) further assert that 
current legislation does not safeguard Native Nation sovereignty, nor does it adequately 
regulate casinos on tribal lands. They point out the inherent contradiction in IGRA: 
According to section 2701(5) of the act, Native Nations have “the exclusive right to 
regulate gaming activity on Indian lands” (2012, 65) that is not prohibited by the state or 
federal government, and yet 2710(d)(3)(A) requires Native Nations to negotiate a 
compact with the state in order to conduct Class III gaming. This clause has given the 
state great latitude to demand revenue and become involved in Native Nation gaming 
operations (Ackerman and Bunch 2012).  
Scholars who have delved into the role of indigenous groups as interest groups 
include Witmer and Boehmke (2006); these authors show how IGRA has transformed 
tribal political participation and stimulated interest group formation. Hansen and Skopek 
(2011) explore the impetus gaming has given to tribal strategizing and interest groups. 
They note that tribes have become sophisticated in leveraging the federal political system 
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to advance their interests. Light (2008) concurs that Native Nations have become more 
influential as interest groups but finds that they are still outsiders in the political system, 
constrained by the state. Garner and Skopek (2015) point out that the political influence 
of Native Americans receives little attention, in contrast to groups such as Latinos and 
African Americans. While the numbers of Native Americans, less than 2% of the 
population mean that they do have less influence politically than other groups, they have 
wielded influence in states where their numbers are high. The Native American vote is 
thought to have aided Bill Clinton’s win in traditionally-Republican Montana in 1992. 
Funds from gaming allow Native Americans to donate more heavily to political 
campaigns as well as lobby Congress more effectively; Garner and Skopek argue that this 
influence may increase as Native Nations expand gaming operations and safeguard 
profits from states seeks a larger share (Garner and Skopek 2015).  
Wilkins and Wilkins (2017) draw a connection between gaming and 
disenrollment of tribal members. Disenrollment occurs when tribes decide that current 
members were erroneously accepted and then eject members, some who have belonged to 
the tribe for generations and even some that are deceased, from the tribe. Because many 
reservations pay a per capita dividend to tribal members, an incentive exists to lighten the 
tribal membership rolls (Wilkins and Wilkins 2108; Hilleary 2017). Marquez (2017) 
notes that former members of Native Nations in California have alleged that they were 
disenrolled to lower the number of members receiving payments, which in one case was 
$250,000 annually. Galanda notes that “an increasing number” of tribal governments who 
make payments to their members from casino profits “have been jettisoning their 
members” (2016, 147). Galanda argues that the National Indian Gaming Commission has 
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been negligent in supervising Revenue Allocation Plans, required by IGRA, leading to 
actions that are contrary to tribal interests and the spirit of IGRA.  
Cattelino (2008) notes that gaming is “the issue that dominates contemporary 
public perceptions of Indian life” (1). The growth of casinos has led to a new form of 
discrimination: “rich Indian racism” (Spilde 2000, 1). According to Spilde, this form of 
racism makes assumptions about Native Americans based on the presence of casinos; 
such assumptions include that reservations with casinos have lost cultural authenticity 
and that casinos allow for self-sufficiency, thus rendering sovereign right unnecessary. 
Light and Rand (2005) dispel some of the myths about gaming, countering the notion of 
that casinos are the root of all evil or conversely, the savior of tribes. They find that on 
balance, casinos have benefited tribes economically and even communities adjacent to 
tribes. However, they point out that for most, the benefits are modest and that more 
research needs to be done in this area. Donnellan (2017) points out that legalizing gaming 
on the Internet would allow Native Nations in more remote areas to benefit from the 
gambling industry. The Uniform Internet Gambling Enforcement Act of 2006 proscribes 
online gambling for US citizens, but bettors circumvent that restriction by using websites 
based outside the United States, subjecting them to greater risks due to lack of regulation 
and depriving the United States of the profits (Donnellan 2017). 
Thus, the literature on the effects of casinos on Native American politics and 
well-being presents conflicting views. The economic benefits to many are undeniable; the 
cultural effects of casinos on Native American communities are more subtle and less 
studied. This review has surveyed the broad array of topics addressed in the literature, 
including economic development, political influence, health, and cultural considerations. 
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This study seeks direct input from tribal leaders on their perceptions of the effects of 
casinos on their ability to shape policy and outcomes for their tribes. Moreover, it will 
gather input from tribal leaders on the effects of casinos on cultural practices, a topic 
seldom addressed in the literature. 
Contribution to the Literature 
This dissertation contributes to closing the gap in the literature discussed in 
Chapter One. While tribal governance provides a rich field of research (Ronquillo 2011), 
the literature is in nascent stages (Mason 2000; Hansen and Skopek 2011; Ferguson 
2016). It is not a topic firmly embedded in any discipline; historically, it has been treated 
as a separate specialty rather than integrated into the larger field to assess the place 
indigenous governance has within the US governmental system as well as the 
international system (Ferguson 2016; Lightfoot 2016). The Harvard Project has done 
perhaps the most comprehensive study of Native American and Alaska Native 
governance in the United States; however, its work has focused on practical aspects of 
governance and economic development. This dissertation approaches these topics from a 
different point of view, examining the Native American and Alaska Native experience 
the Harvard Projects precepts from the perspective of indigenous leaders. The notions of 
purposeful modernization and creative adaptation (Hosmer 1999; Hosmer and O’Neill 
2004; Fixico 2004) have not been fully explored and applied to indigenous peoples; this 
is an avenue rich with prospects to examine history and development of the indigenous in 
the United States. 
This research will contribute to the existing literature in three ways; first, by 
providing a comparison and contrast of the Alaska Native and Native American 
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experience historically; second, by contributing the insights of indigenous leaders, 
gleaned through literature, surveys and interviews, and third by highlighting the creative 
adaptations of Native Nations. While the opinions and views of individual leaders are not 
generalizable, it is invaluable that is underrepresented in the field of political science to 
contribute the voices of the indigenous themselves as they view their own experience. 
There is much controversy surrounding both ANCSA and gaming; and while the latter 
has a growing body of literature developing around it, the literature that seeks the views 
of those most affected by ANCSA and gaming is paltry. Thus, this dissertation will add 
perspective to the economic and political studies that exist, giving voice to a perspective 
that is seldom heard in official academic circles. Learning more about Native Nations’ 
gaming experience is informative for non-gaming tribes both in the United States and 
internationally, just as learning about the impact of Native Nation corporations can be 




CHAPTER IV – METHODOLOGY 
This chapter will discuss the methodology of this dissertation. First, it specifies 
the research questions, hypotheses, main arguments, and ethical considerations. Second, 
it presents and explains the research design, as well as literature related to the methods 
used in the dissertation, surveys, and interviews. Third, it describes the steps taken in the 
research process. Finally, it acknowledges the limitations of this project. 
Research Questions 
This project put forth the following research questions. First, how do different 
circumstances of native tribes in the United States affect their ability to govern? Second, 
how does the agency of tribal leaders, in addition to cultural adaptations of the tribe, 
affect the extent of conflict that ensues between tribes and non-tribal entities? The study 
is premised on the following two hypotheses. First, the corporate structure allows tribal 
leaders greater agency than the reservation system (measured by the perception of the 
tribal leaders of their ability to affect outcomes positively for their tribe). Second, tribes 
affected by the Alaska Native corporations have more flexibility in the way they govern 
because they are not subject to the same restrictions as the reservation system, which is 
governed by the BIA. Despite the fact that corporations are considered antithetical to 
tribal beliefs in many ways, tribes have creatively adapted to the corporate model, 
forming for-profit and non-profit corporations and tribal organizations that promote 
Alaska Native culture. The study further posits that tribes whose governments have 
higher levels of native decision-making and more cultural adaptations have less conflict 
with non-tribal government entities. The author expects to find that tribal leaders who 
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feel they can influence outcomes and make important decisions for their tribe, combined 
with cultural mechanisms of governance, will have a less conflictual relationship with 
outside entities. The level of conflict is assessed by examining the survey results which 
speak to perceptions of conflict and with the states and federal government, and also an 
examination of actual lawsuits filed by the tribes against the federal government. Federal 
court cases will be categorized by topic and the topics of cases will be analyzed, 
comparing and contrasting cases filed by Alaska Natives with cases filed by Native 
Nations in the lower 48 states in a ten-year period, from 2003–2013.  
The first section of the analysis to be presented in the results chapter of the 
dissertation is a comparative history; this study addresses these issues, compares, and 
contrasts the political milestones and legal status of Native Americans in the lower 48 
states with that of Alaska Natives. Alaska’s system is unique in that Alaskan Native land 
claims were settled by the formation of native corporations, an experiment that remains 
controversial because of the inherent contradiction of indigenous culture with corporate, 
for-profit culture. Tribes who chose to participate, which the vast majority of Alaskan 
tribes did, were required to form regional and village corporations to manage the land and 
economic activities. These corporations chose the lands they would manage, within limits 
(Dombrowski 2007). While corporations are normally an exclusively economic 
arrangement, Alaska Native corporations have cultural and political implications. The 
regional corporations are for-profit and charged with carrying out economic activities that 
benefit the shareholders in a culturally appropriate way. The 1971 ANCSA specifies that 
Alaskan Natives born by December 18, 1971 were allotted shares in the corporations. 
The corporations gained title to 45.5 million acres of land and the gradual transfer of 
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$962.5 million to the corporations. In exchange, Alaskan Natives gave up claims on 360 
million acres of land, including areas rich in oil deposits (Chaffee 2008; GAO 2012; 
Blatchford 2013). Few tribes did not accept ANCSA and form corporations, but one that 
did opt out of ANCSA allowed for the creation of Alaska’s only reservation, Metlakatla 
Indian Community on the Annette Islands Reserve. 
This study seeks to not only compare and contrast governance among tribes 
affected by the corporations with the one Alaskan reservation, but also with tribes on 
reservations in the lower 48 states by seeking input from all tribal leaders in the United 
States. The project thus contributes to the existing literature on indigenous governance, 
comparing and contrasting tribal government on reservations to tribal governments 
formed under the unusual circumstance of indigenous lands subsumed under 
corporations. Further, it provides an in-depth look at how tribal governments have 
creatively adapted to their circumstances. 
Research Design 
This project employs mixed qualitative methods in overlapping segments. First, it 
compares and contrasts the political and economic development of reservations in the 
lower 48 states with the very different path of Alaska Natives. It examines policies that 
have shaped relations today between the state and tribes, what the distinct arrangements 
are with tribes today and how they emerged. This will provide a historical basis as well as 
comparing and contrasting the circumstances affecting the tribes, including the economic 
situation and political states.  
The study employs surveys and interviews; interviews will be discussed below. 
The survey was distributed to all tribal leaders in the United States to assess their 
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perceptions of being part of a reservation or corporate system, strengths and weaknesses 
of the system they are a part of, how the system affects their ability to effectively govern, 
enhance social welfare, reinforce cultural practices, how they have adapted to the system, 
and to gain their perspective on the relationship between tribal leadership and the local, 
state and United States federal government. The Harvard Project uses cultural match in 
its studies as part of an assessment of the legitimacy of Native Nation governments. This 
study approaches cultural by examining the adaptations, meaning culturally-specific laws 
and institutions of the Native Nations, as reported in survey responses and interviews. 
The idea is to examine how Native Nations have adapted their institutions based on their 
unique circumstances.  
Ethical considerations 
Scholars note the difficulty in obtaining reliable data about Native Americans and 
Alaska Natives. According to The HPAIED, “difficulties of intertribal coordination, 
sensitivity about sharing data with other sovereigns, methodological variation, and the 
like have meant that comprehensive data on Indian Country often are lacking in quantity 
and quality” (Henson and Taylor, 2002, 18). Drawson, Tooms and Mushquash (2017, 15) 
surveyed more than 60 articles employing some form of indigenous method and conclude 
that those who employ indigenous research methods have three important elements: first, 
“contextual reflection,” whereby researchers identify both themselves and the indigenous 
groups; second, including indigenous peoples in carrying out the research in a way that 
respects their sovereignty, and third, foregrounding “Indigenous ways of knowing.” They 
assert that “a researcher employing an overall Indigenous methodology could do so while 
using Western methods, such as surveys. What is important is that the Indigenous 
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community involved has the ability to determine the direction and approaches that are 
preferred” (15). Aufrecht (1999) argues for taking an interpretive approach to understand 
Native American views and incorporate them into the social science. 
Botha (2011, 314) proposed a new approach to mixed methods, using 
“conventional qualitative research and indigenous research” in order to develop a 
culturally appropriate approach to research. Drawson, Tooms, and Mushquash (2017,13) 
note that when indigenous peoples “contribute to the research in a meaningful way, this 
constitutes a mixed methods approach.” The aim of many researchers using indigenous 
methods is to move from examining problems to examining the indigenous from a 
“resilience perspective” (Drawson, Tooms, and Mushquash 2017, 13). Using mixed 
methods affords a greater opportunity to highlight the perspective of traditionally 
marginalized peoples, drawing on the historical knowledge and experience of indigenous 
peoples (Drawson, Tooms, and Mushquash 2017). 
Drawson, Toombs, and Mushquash (2017), Tuhiwai Smith (2012) and 
Christopher (2005) assert that the indigenous are most often the subject of research, 
without their consultation and full participation, resulting in exploitation. As Drawson, 
Toombs and Mushquash (2017, 1) state, “It can be argued that Indigenous Peoples have 
previously been the subjects of research endeavors, rather than consenting participants. 
As a result, portrayal of Indigenous communities in peer-reviewed literature have been 
problem focused and deficits based.” This study seeks to add to the understanding of 
Native American and Alaska Native views on governance, culture, and conflict through a 
mixture of methods that includes direct consultation with Native Nation leaders, seeking 
to provide a more holistic view that moves away from simply portraying the problems 
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facing indigenous communities. That being said, it does not meet the standard of an 
indigenous method in that indigenous communities did not determine the research design. 
This research is undoubtedly informed by the researcher’s non-indigenous worldview and 
Western methods. Nonetheless, even “weakly” indigenous methods can contribute to the 
rise of new frameworks and methods (Botha 2011, 320). 
In order to ensure that ethical standards were followed, surveys and interview 
questions for this project were submitted to the Institutional Review Board of the 
University of Southern Mississippi. This is a particularly important step when one is 
doing research that involves groups that have suffered oppression, discrimination, and 
abuse in the past. In the case of indigenous peoples, it is not only the history of colonial 
oppression and widespread deaths due to violence and disease that has made indigenous 
peoples vulnerable but also the carelessness of researchers who have collected data either 
without permission or using deception. At other times, research results have been blown 
out of proportion or used to reinforce cultural stereotypes. For example, the Barrow 
alcohol study was sensationalized in the press and led to headlines such as “Sudden 
Wealth Sparks Epidemic of Alcoholism: What we have here is a society of alcoholics” 
(Foulks 1989). Foulks, a member of the research team describes several reasons this 
occurred, including working with only certain groups in the community and allowing the 
results wide dissemination in the media, leading the community feeling misrepresented 
and betrayed. This researcher spoke to one indigenous person who was happy to fill out 
the consent form (on a past project in Latin America), telling the researcher that a foreign 
filmmaker had come to their community filmed them, and then disseminated the 
documentary without consultation with or permission from the community. 
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Moreover, researchers must take care in the way the data collected is analyzed 
and interpreted so that it does not reinforce the dominant culture at the expense of the 
research subjects. Tuhiwai Smith explains that “This collective memory of imperialism 
has been perpetuated through the ways in which knowledge about indigenous peoples 
was collected, classified and then represented in various ways back to the west, and then, 
through the eyes of the west, back to those who have been colonized” (2012, 245-247). 
When researchers do not involve the indigenous in the research process, colonialism is 
reinforced as Native Nation history and identity is explained to them by outsiders who 
lack cultural insights into each Native Nation. Thus, Caldwell et al. (2005, 2) assert that 
research must be conducted in a “culturally competent ways.” While every person views 
the world through their own cultural lens, “members of the dominant group may be 
particularly limited in their understanding of other groups” (3), whereas marginalized 
groups are often forced to be knowledgeable about dominant culture in order to survive in 
society. Botha (2011) addresses this by analyzing his data twice, looking for 
misperceptions and cultural biases in his ethnographic narratives. In the dissertation 
process, the committee gives feedback on each chapter and can help to identify biases 
and misperceptions. While three of the committee members are not indigenous, one 
committee member is and thus can be especially helpful in pointing out cultural 
assumptions the researcher makes unconsciously. 
Rationale for Chosen Methods 
Mixed method approaches help a researcher compile data from different 
perspectives in order to better shed light on a topic and are well-suited for topics about 
which data is difficult to obtain. Mixed methods typically employ quantitative, that is to 
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say numerical-based, and qualitative research (Teddlie and Tashakkori 2003). Berg and 
Lune observe that qualitative research captures “essence and ambience” of the subject, 
looking at the “meanings, concepts, definitions, characteristics, metaphors, symbols, and 
descriptions of things. In contrast, quantitative research refers to counts and measures of 
things, the extents and distributions of our subject matter” (2012, 3). Research in the 
Social Sciences has evolved over the years, from an emphasis on purely quantitative, 
positivistic methods that emphasize tangible, numerical data to post-positivist and 
qualitative constructivist approaches, the latter of which emphasizes insights and analysis 
(Teddlie and Tashakkori 2003). Teddlie and Tashakkori (2003) explain that practitioners 
of mixed methods embrace the intersubjective nature of information and acknowledge 
that the theory underlying a project is likely to influence the interpretation of facts. 
Constructivism, when referring to research, holds that researchers are essentially creating 
meaning based on their research findings. Constructivist analysis of the data tends to be 
based on themes; mixed method approaches use both thematic and numerical analysis 
(Tashakkori and Teddlie 2003). 
Berg and Lune explain that the word triangulation was originally used to survey 
land, as three points were taken from different locations to estimate the location of a new 
point and create a “triangle of error.” (2012, 6). In this study, three sources of information 
are used, not to give definitive answers, but shed to light from different angles on an 
under-studied topic. These sources included archival research, surveys, and interviews. 
Archival research is necessary to provide the historical foundation of indigenous issues in 
the United States. Surveys and interviews were chosen to get as much of the direct input 
of indigenous peoples in order to avoid writing simply about the indigenous broadly. 
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Instead, the goal was to add to scholarly works about Native Nations in the United States 
with data derived directly from Native Nation leaders. Drawson, Toombs, and 
Mushquash (2017) observe that in Canada “Indigenous research has historically been 
completed on, rather than with (i.e., in collaboration with) Indigenous Peoples in Canada” 
(1), a sentiment echoed by researchers in the United States about Native American and 
Alaska Native populations (Wilson and Yellow Bird 2005; Tuhiwai Smith 2012 and 
Christopher 2005) note that “Researchers need to adopt or adapt methods that do not 
repeat historical cultural domination” (Williams et al. 2017, 2). Many indigenous peoples 
distrust researchers because of unethical research that was conducted in the past 
(Williams et al. 2017).  
Tuhiwai Smith (2012) asserts that qualitative research is best suited for giving 
voice to the indigenous experience. Botha (2011, 319) explains the advantage of using 
mixed methods, noting that “the theories and practices involved in a mixed methods 
approach proceed from divergent and often contrasting positions to inform the same 
research project.” The different outcomes that emerge from mixed methods can lead one 
to challenge existing assumptions (Botha 2011), a valuable part of the research process. 
Williams et al. 2017 draw on constructivism to portray participants’ “subjective views” 
and mitigate researcher bias. 
Sample 
The target population of this study is indigenous leaders in the lower 48 United States 
and Alaska. Leaders were contacted using the BIA tribal leader list, which lists 578 
Native Nation leaders. While these are the points of contact listed by the BIA, when 
contacted, not all of them were currently tribal leaders, and many represented one part of 
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the tribal council, so the pool of potential respondents was larger than 578. Not all 
surveys reached their intended recipients due to incorrect or missing contact information 
on the list; on the other hand, a few surveys may have been passed on to other Tribal 
Council Members or Native Nation leaders not listed on the BIA list as the primary point 
of contact. Thus, the number that received the surveys and the response rate is imprecise.  
Surveys 
Surveys add to the body of knowledge on a topic and can be a particularly useful 
way to collect data in areas where relatively little information is available. Fink (2003a) 
and Burns et al. (2008) assert that surveys allow for the systematic collection of 
information with a well-thought out and tested design. The survey must be signed 
carefully according to the objectives of the study, with specifications on why each 
question is present (Bourque and Fielder 2003; Litwin 2003). The questions, and the way 
they are asked, are very important (Fink 2003a; Bourque and Fielder 2003). This is 
particularly important when surveying populations that could be considered culturally 
vulnerable, as is the case with the Native Americans and Alaska Natives. Questions must 
be designed to be easily comprehensible and inclusive of all possible answers, without 
overlap in answer choices (Fink 2003b; Bourque and Fielder 2003). 
Several kinds of validity need to be considered in survey design. “Face validity” 
(Litwin 2003, 32) refers to the ability of survey testers who are not familiar with the 
subject matter to understand the questions upon quick review. “Content validity” means 
that reviewers who are well-versed in the field examine the survey for clarity, 
appropriateness, and inclusiveness—meaning that all relevant items are included. In the 
case of the present surveys, in addition to the expertise of the dissertation committee, 
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indigenous scholars, including Dr. Stephanie Rainie from the University of Arizona and 
Dr. Beth Leonard of the University of Alaska, provided feedback on initial versions of 
the surveys and agreed to contribute additional feedback on future versions. Surveys have 
also been sent to the BIA and NCAI for their review; no feedback was received from 
these sources. Sampling is also important for surveys—this survey will use “purposive 
sampling” (Burns et al 2008, 246), which consists of selecting respondents based on 
meeting specific criteria. This study focuses surveying one specific group, leaders of 
Native Nations. To be considered a leader of a Native Nations, the individual was either 
part of a tribal council, on the BIA list of tribal leaders, or had met any of these criteria in 
the past. Surveys were by email using a link from Survey Monkey. The surveys can be 
found in Appendix A and B.  
Ulrich-Schad (2013) explains that while tribal leaders tend to be wary of 
researchers, many assert the need to have better data about Native Americans, 
particularly data that does not focus on negative aspects of indigenous lives. While 
surveys among indigenous peoples have been known to have a low response rate, the 
Harvard Project has used surveys successfully with businesses operating on Native 
American reservations. For example, Cornell and Kalt obtained survey results from 
seventy-three Native Nation-owned business involving eighteen tribes, including on Pine 
Ridge, Rosebud, San Carlos Apache, and White Mountain Apache (Cornell and Kalt, 
2003). Working with someone with community connections introduce the research to the 
community helps to facilitate trust (Christopher 2005; Lavelle, Larsen, and Gundersen 
2009). The researcher worked with the Sealaska Heritage Organization, a respected 
agency in southeastern Alaska, and was able to conduct field research, detailed below. 
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Berg and Lune (2012) express the importance of choosing the appropriate research 
setting; for this study, Arizona and Alaska presented accessible venues with a 
concentration of indigenous leaders. According to the website Arizona Experience, in 
Arizona, the indigenous comprise about 5% of the population and occupy about a quarter 
of the land (Arizona Experience n.d.). The website Alaska Nature indicates that the 
indigenous number about 20% of the population in that state; Alaska Native corporations 
oversee about one-ninth of Alaska’s vast territory. 
A relatively low response rate to surveys is a problem in survey research and this 
problem may be even more pronounced when surveying Native American and Alaska 
Native populations. Jarding (2004) conducted a nationwide survey, sending the survey to 
282 reservations in 1994; Jarding explains that “the 27 percent response rate, while low 
by social science standards, was the highest response rate to date among attempts to get 
this type of tribal government information” (Jarding 2004, 297). Likewise, in Forced 
Federalism (2008) Corntassel and Witmer reported an average of 20.8% percent rate 
from tribal leaders over the course of a multiyear survey from 1994-2000. Because they 
received responses from throughout the country, they argue that the results were 
generalizable. This researcher sought to increase the response rate by attending a NCAI 
event for tribal leaders. The event identified was the Tribal Interior Budget Meeting held 
in Flagstaff, Arizona, in July of 2017. The researcher was given an opportunity to talk to 
Native Nation representatives at the meeting about the project and encourage them to 
take the survey, pass the link on to colleagues, as well as participate in an interview. 
Nonetheless, very few surveys were filled out during or immediately after the meeting, 
indicating that few or none of the representatives felt compelled to take the time to 
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complete the survey. However, several representatives did approach the representative to 
participate in interviews, two of whom were conducted in person during the meetings and 
one of which was conducted by phone following the meeting.  
While a low response rate was expected and occurred, having the input of tribal 
leaders through surveys and interviews will add to a body of knowledge about 
governance and the perceptions of those directly involved, even though results are not 
generalizable to all tribal leaders. Given the number of Native Nations in the United 
States and their cultural distinctness, it would be questionable to suggest that any survey 
results could speak for them all. Thus, while the survey will be analyzed using frequency 
counts and contingency charts for closed questions, more emphasis will be put on 
analyzing the content of responses and adding to the knowledge base than on trying to 
make overarching generalizations about the responses received. Summative content 
analysis will be used to analyze the open-ended questions. More pointedly, the researcher 
will tabulate common words and phrases and then analyze the overall content for 
underlying themes (Zhang and Wildemuth 2016). 
Interviews 
In conjunction with surveys, semi-structured interviews that gather more in-depth 
information will be conducted. Interviews will be conducted in person, by phone, or 
through online electronic means such as Skype or Facetime. The literature reminds that 
when recruiting for interviews, building trust is essential (Lilleker 2003), especially 
among vulnerable populations (Christopher 2005; Lavelle, Larsen and Gundersen 2009). 
The interview itself must have structure (Berg and Lune 2012); semi-structured 
interviews are preferred by this researcher in order to have flexibility in the direction of 
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the discussion and pursue themes important to the interviewee. Nonetheless, the goals of 
the interview must be clear; in this case, in interviews will be used to gain a greater depth 
of knowledge than can be gleaned from short answers on surveys and to give tribal 
leaders an opportunity to talk about issues of importance to each person in a manner not 
constrained by the survey format. To ensure that all tribal leaders have the opportunity to 
participate in an interview if desired, an option is present on the survey to contact the 
researcher to participate in an interview. Careful design of the interview questions, like 
the surveys, involves research to ensure the researcher understand the target population 
(Berry 2002; Goldstein 2002); knowledge about the tribe and community of each tribal 
leader interviewed will make for a more productive interview and enable triangulation of 
data, the ability to cross-reference with other data (Berg and Lune 2012; Lilleker 2003).  
Elite interviews will be conducted for additional information on reservations and 
tribal leaders in Alaska and the lower 48 states. Interviewees are selected for their 
position as tribal leaders—the specific selection process is what makes the interview 
“elite” (Hochschild 2009, para 1). Tribal leaders have many titles, such as president, 
chief, governor, and in one case, king. While the researcher considers a person to be a 
tribal leader if designated to be so on the BIA list, the researcher also considers any 
member of a tribal council as an appropriate subject for an interview or survey. As noted 
above, the survey will request that those who wish to be interviewed indicate that 
inclination and give contact information on the survey, allowing for follow-up with those 
tribal leaders who wish to share more about their experiences. These interviews will be 
used for three primary reasons. First, interviews can provide useful follow-up questions 
to responses provided in the surveys for those who wish to expand on their answers. 
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Lilleker (2003) observes that interviews can provide information simply not available 
through other means. Second, interviews can provide more in-depth information on the 
topics explored. Finally, while there are 12 different Alaska Native corporations in 
Alaska and the majority of tribal leaders are affected by the corporate structure, there is 
only one reservation, so a more in-depth look will help to provide information that the 
survey cannot. The value of exploring this reservation more fully is twofold. First, very 
little scholarly research exists about Metlakatla. Second, a leader of Metlakatla claims 
that the people of Metlakatla will “forever be grateful” that the leadership of Metlakatla 
declined to be a part of the ANCSA (The National Museum of the American Indian 
2016). Finding out more about the only community to choose a reservation over 
corporate ownership of land in Alaska will be a valuable contribution to the scholarship 
on indigenous governance. Many studies have sought to assess the economic results of 
ANCSA; few have included any research on Metlakatla; it is most often treated as an 
“other” and omitted from comparisons. Nonetheless, interviews will not be limited to 
Metlakatla but will also take place with other tribal leaders and leaders from the lower 48 
states that are willing to participate. The inclusion of all reservations is also essential 
because of potential access issues; tribal leaders must be willing and able to participate 
for the interviews to take place. With indigenous cultures, the process of building trust 
and the interview subjects gaining knowledge about the researcher described in Ostrander 
(1995) and the project can take longer than normal (Lavelle, Larsen and Gundersen 
2009). Gathering data from archival research, surveys and interviews will allow for 
triangulation of the direct input from tribal leaders, allowing for deeper insights on 
culture, gender and the impact of casinos and Alaska Native corporations. During the 
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proposal process, the dissertation committee suggested interviewing lawyers as well as 
Native Nation leaders. Thus, three sets of questions were developed, one for Native 
Nation leaders in the lower 48 states, one for those in Alaska and the third for lawyers. 
The Interview Instrument can be found in Appendix C.  
Analysis 
Qualitative analysis of the data gathered will take place as follows. First, the 
objective survey results will be reported charts and tabulated using frequency tables. 
Open-ended questions will be analyzed and discussed, cross-referencing outside sources 
and interviews where applicable. The results will be triangulated with information from 
lawsuits against the government between 2003 and 2017 if relevant. Second, the 
interview results will be presented and then analyzed, with the analysis viewed through 
the lens of the Harvard precepts including sovereignty, institutions, cultural match, and 
leadership, with an emphasis on examining efforts to build Native Nation governments 
through creative adaptation and purposeful modernization.  
Greene, cited in Botha, explains that “[A] mixed methods way of thinking seeks 
not so much convergence as insight; the point is not a well-fitting model or curve but 
rather the generation of important understandings and discernments through the 
juxtaposition of different lenses, perspectives, and stances” (Botha 2011, 323). Greene 
(2008) adds that using one more than one approach allows for a deeper understanding of 
complex social phenomena. The results lead to some answers, but also questions; “it 
generates result that are both smooth and jagged…a mixed methods way of thinking 
actively engages us with difference and diversity in service of both better understanding 
and greater equity of voice” (Greene 2008, 20). Greene (2008) sees the potential of mixed 
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methods as not necessarily looking for commonality and convergence, but for 
opportunities to listen to and understand different voices in society. 
Hochschild (2009) explains that in elite interviews, rigor is achieved by 
researching the background of the subject being interviewed. Having as much knowledge 
and understanding of the person and what they have to offer as possible allows for the 
most productive conversation possible. Furthermore, the interviewer can seek to 
triangulate information among respondents, using knowledge gleaned from past 
interviews to probe more deeply in subsequent interviews. The research then seeks to 
provide an accurate and cohesive interpretation of the results (Hochschild 2009). Dexter 
(2006) regards the write up as an essential process separate from the transcription 
because the interviewer includes impressions and analysis of the interactions that took 
place.  
Steps in the Research Process 
This section details the steps taken throughout the research process, including the 
formulation of the research instruments, obtaining permission from the Institutional 
Review Board (IRB), administering the instruments, and conducting field research. The 
first steps of the project consisted of formulating two surveys and three sets of research 
questions. One survey was geared toward Native Nation leaders who are in the lower 48 
states, the other had questions specific to those in Alaska who are not on reservations. 
The researcher sought feedback on these surveys from Native American and Alaska 
Native professors, receiving valuable feedback about the content and wording of the 
survey questions. The survey was tested for face validity among other doctoral students 
to ensure clarity of the questions. Second, the researcher contacted Native American 
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scholars for input on the surveys and made corrections. After the dissertation proposal 
was approved by the committee, the researcher and committee chair submitted the IRB 
application. A point of concern among members of the IRB committee was the desire of 
the researcher to not keep identities of interview subjects completely anonymous. The 
reason for this was that the researchers wanted to be able to discuss differences in 
governance between Native Nations; thus, if the researcher reported an interview 
comment from an indigenous leader from a certain Native Nation, it would not be 
difficult for readers to ascertain the identity of the leader even though most names are 
withheld in this study. After this was discussed with IRB members and some small 
changes were made to the consent forms, the project was given approval to move 
forward. The researcher then proceeded immediately with fieldwork preparations, 
traveling to Alaska to conduct interviews. 
 
Field Research 
The researcher had several opportunities to meet with Native Americans and 
Alaska Natives in person in Alaska and Arizona. First, the researcher traveled to Alaska 
in June 2017 and spent several days in Metlakatla Indian Community, Alaska’s only 
indigenous reserve. Next, the researcher traveled to Juneau, conducting research in the 
Sealaska Heritage Organization’s archives and interviewing the president of the 
organization, in addition to traveling to Anchorage to conduct interviews. While 
researcher was unable to schedule interviews in Anchorage, several people contacted 
agreed to phone interviews at a later date. 
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Moreover, the researcher attended a Tribal Interior Budget Council (TIBC) 
meeting in Flagstaff, Arizona from 25-27 July 2017. The TIBC is a group of tribal 
leaders that meets several times a year to discuss economic concerns. This particular 
meeting was selected by the researcher because it was the most convenient of these 
meeting of tribal leaders the researcher could attend. Upon initial contact, the tribal co-
chairs were immediately enthusiastic about participation. The co-chair of the TIBC felt 
that participating in the project could be a good outlet for expressing the concerns of the 
tribe and welcomed the researcher’s participation. Regrettably, this plan was dealt a blow 
with the very sad and untimely passing of one of the co-chairs, a well-known indigenous 
leader, Edward Thomas II; the researcher learned of his death while in Juneau as Native 
Nation organizations closed in his honor. Nonetheless, the trip proceeded with the 
assistance of the remaining co-chair, W. Ron Allen. In addition to this trip, further 
interviews were conducted (planned for) the Four Corners region of Arizona in April of 
2018.  
Limitations 
The main limitations of this study are scope, low response to surveys and using 
Western methodology rather than indigenous methods. First, the study is limited in scope 
by the researcher’s inability to visit Native Nations in all states that were part of the study 
(every state except Hawaii). Spending time on each reservation or with Native Nations 
not part of the reservation would have likely increased the number of responses to survey 
as well as the number of interviews conducted.  
Second, this study is limited by the low response rate to the survey. The data 
gathered from surveys and interviews are not generalizable. The researcher attributes this 
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to the low response rate typical when surveying indigenous populations and a flaw in the 
research design. In the researcher’s zeal to construct a survey that would add significantly 
to the data and literature on indigenous populations, she developed surveys that were 
likely too long. She also overestimated people’s willingness to respond to survey and 
interview requests. A factor the researcher had not considered was the volume of requests 
for feedback and survey completion that Alaska Natives and Native Americans receive. 
A perhaps unintended results of enforcing mandates for consultation with the indigenous 
has led to an overwhelming number of e-mails and phone calls requesting input on a 
multitude of projects, making it difficult, if not impossible, for the recipients to 
accumulate the information necessary to give input on so many proposed initiatives and 
projects (Interview with Rick Harrison July 27, 2017). 
Finally, the study is limited by using Western methods rather than indigenous 
methods, which would have involved full partnership with indigenous peoples rather than 
just consultation. As dissertations are conducted by a single person, a full partnership was 
not possible but could be for future research on this and related topics. It is important that 
studies do not fall into a pattern of “intellectual imperialism” (Grande 2005, 6) and thus 
this study seeks to maintain a delicate balance of adding to the knowledge base about 
indigenous peoples without drawing unwarranted conclusions that would perpetuate 
views that are skewed by Western worldviews. 
Conclusions 
In summary, this dissertation uses a mixture of methods, including archival 
research, surveys, and interviews in order to answer two research questions. The research 
questions consider how the differing circumstances of Native Nations in the United States 
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affect their ability to govern and how does the agency of tribal leaders, in addition to 
cultural adaptations of the tribe, affect the amount of conflict that ensues between tribes 
and non-tribal entities. The study will analyze the information gleaned to determine 
whether or not the corporate structure in Alaska allows tribal leaders greater agency than 
the reservation system and whether not native nations whose governments have higher 
levels of native decision-making and more cultural adaptations have less conflict with 
non-tribal government entities. This chapter has also detailed how a mixture of methods 









CHAPTER V – PRESENTATION OF SURVEY RESULTS 
This chapter presents the results of the two surveys conducted for this research. 
This chapter will give a brief overview of the survey process, explaining in detail how the 
surveys were sent out, the timeframe and unanticipated issues. It discusses the number of 
responses and literature about the responses, and the likely reasons for the low response 
rate. Below, the survey results are presented and discussed, grouped into the following 
interconnected topics: qualifying and demographic questions; agency; the BIA; the 
impact of gaming; the influence of Alaska Native corporations; relationship with state 
and federal institutions; as well identifying challenges and achievements. Responses from 
Alaskan leaders are compared and contrasted with those in the lower 48 states when 
possible. Finally, a summary and conclusions complete the chapter.   
The Survey Process 
Two surveys were developed and administered as part of the research for this 
project: one survey was designed for leaders of Native Nations in the lower 48 states and 
Metlakatla (this survey will be referred to as the Lower 48 survey for ease of reference), 
while a second survey was tailored to tribal leaders in Alaska. The survey was sent to all 
tribal leaders on the BIA website directory who listed email addresses. For those who did 
not, the researcher attempted to call and determine an email address to which a survey 
could be sent. The Tribal governance (Reservation and other) survey shows 24 responses, 
indicative of those who consented to take the survey, while 21 began the Survey of 
Alaskan Tribal leaders. The survey was opened on June 9, 2017, and closed on June 9, 
2018. The survey was sent out through the Survey Monkey software twice, when it first 
opened in June 2017 and again in May 2018. In addition, the researcher sent 
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approximately 250 individual and small group e-mails to leaders on the BIA list 
encouraging participation in the survey or an interview and spoke about the survey at a 
meeting of Native Nation leaders in July 2017. While the survey did not receive a 
response from a large percentage of Native Nations, it did receive responses from diverse 
Native Nations in different geographic areas. On the Alaska survey, out of 13 
respondents, five did not identify specific tribal affiliation, but eight identified distinct 
Native Nations or areas of Alaska. Sixteen responded to the question about tribal 
affiliation on the lower 48 survey, all but one identifying distinct Native Nations. 
The researcher attributes the relatively lower number of responses to several 
factors: first, despite having tested the survey, gathered and incorporated input before it 
was distributed, the survey may have been longer and more complicated than most people 
felt they had time for. Sheehan and McMillan (1999), for example, found that “The 
longer the questionnaire, the less likely people are to respond” (Heberlein and 
Baumgartner 1978; Steele, Schwendig. and Kilpatrick 1992; Sheehan and McMillan 
1999, 3) and add that taking survey on a computer may make the survey appear even 
longer, with the equivalent of one printed page necessitating three computer screens. This 
is supported by the number of incompletes and skipped questions; both surveys show that 
over twenty consented to and began the survey, but most questions have 10-12 answers. 
The surveys were of the same approximate length (23 and 26 questions) with the survey 
of Alaskan leaders containing three additional demographic questions regarding 
involvement in Alaska Native corporations; both displayed as five pages on screen 
according to the survey summary provided by Survey Monkey. Sheehan (2001) found 
mixed results when examining response rates to surveys based on length. Sheehan reports 
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that three studies did not show an influence based on length, but three other studies did 
find a negative influence for longer surveys that were printed and sent by mail. Sahlqvist 
et al. (2011) found that survey takers were more likely to take shorter surveys and less 
likely to skip questions. Studies by Sheehan and Hoy (Sheehan 2001) concluded that 
sending a follow-up reminder to complete a survey resulted in a 25% increase. Salience, 
or the importance of the topic to the intended audience, has also been found to increase 
response rate (Sheehan 2001). Sheehan and McMillan (1999) report that while one 1979 
study showed no effect of personalizing a request to fill out a survey, two others found 
that personalization had a positive effect on response rate in paper surveys (Duncan 1979; 
Dillman 1978, 1991). The researcher did get a few responses directly after sending 
personalized invitations to complete the survey that emphasized the importance of 
contributing to the knowledge base of Native voices, however, this did not produce a high 
number of results, yielding only a few responses after approximately 250 personalized e-
mails were sent. 
Unanticipated issues 
One factor the researcher had not considered was the volume of requests for 
feedback and survey completion that Alaska Natives and Native Americans receive. One 
interviewee related that a result of enforcing mandates for consultation with the 
indigenous has led to an overwhelming number of e-mails, surveys and phone calls 
requesting input on a multitude of projects, making it difficult, if not impossible, for the 
recipients to accumulate the information necessary to give input on so many topics that 
might affect Native Nations (Harrison Interview July 27, 2017). 
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Another unanticipated issue was terminology. There is a term used in the survey, 
“tribe,” that one respondent deemed offensive. The surveys were screened by three 
Native American professors, but none mentioned any cause for concern with 
terminology. Because this term is still present in the name of many Native Nations and in 
government programs that recognize tribes, the researcher did not realize this could be an 
offensive term. At least one person did not complete the survey because he did not agree 
with the language used in the survey; nonetheless, he did provide answers by phone for 
the survey questions. When the researcher discussed the term “tribe” with other 
respondents, feelings were mixed, with reactions that ranged from not at all offensive to 
somewhat offensive. While it is not possible to be completely sure, the use of this term 
does not seem likely to have had a large effect on the response rate; only one person 
brought this up as an issue. 
Survey Questions and Responses 
Qualifying and Demographic questions 
The first question on each survey addressed consent; those who disagreed with the 
terms were automatically disqualified from taking the survey: 
Q 1 Alaskan Tribal Leader Survey 
Q1: Electronic Consent: By selecting DISAGREE, you do not wish to participate 
in the research study and may exit your browser. By selecting AGREE, you consent that: 
You have read and understand the information above regarding this study, You are 
voluntarily agreeing to participate in this study and understand that you can opt out at any 





Figure 1. Informed Consent Lower 48 
 
 
Figure 2. Informed Consent Alaska Leaders Survey 
After the respondent has consented to the terms of the survey, for the survey 
geared to leaders in the lower 48 states the next questions gather information on tribal 
affiliation, state of residence, and if the respondent holds a leadership position. On the 
Alaska survey, it asks for tribal affiliation, whether or not the respondent is a member of 
an Alaska Native Corporation, if the respondent holds a position within an Alaska Native 
Corporation, and whether or not the respondent holds a leadership position. In the 
discussion that follows, the specific tribes and corporations are sometimes omitted in 
order to retain confidentiality for respondents.  
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For the question “Are you a shareholder in an Alaska Native corporation?,” 14 
reported that they are shareholders in an Alaska Native Corporation; one said no. Being a 
shareholder may influence one’s view of corporations and their socioeconomic impact. 
Worl and Kendall (2018) explain that Alaska Native Corporation affiliation has become a 
part of Alaska Native identity. Question #5 asked, “With which Alaska Native 
corporation are you affiliated?”; five different corporations were specified, with multiple 
respondents identifying with three of the four corporations: two identified with one 
corporation; three with one, and five with another. Question #6 “Do you work for, or hold 
an official position (such as being on a board or advisory council) in an Alaska Native 
corporation?” One responded yes, 10 no, two indicated they were on the board of 
directors of a Corporation, and one preferred not to say. The researcher had posited that 
being on the board of an Alaska Native corporation would give be more likely to yield 
answers that reflected corporations in a positive light. With only one respondent choosing 
this, it is not possible to provide any evidence that being on board would affect survey 
answers. 
Agency 
Questions on both surveys asked: “Please rate the ease which you, as a tribal 
leader, can affect change in the following areas” followed by 10 topics, discussed below. 
This question was geared toward measuring the perception of the tribal leaders of their 
own agency– measured in the survey by the leader’s perception of their ability to affect 
outcomes positively for their Native Nation. The charts below show the responses from 
tribal leaders on the lower 48 survey compared to tribal leaders in Alaska. The response 
“no ability to affect change” is construed to mean that leaders do not believe they have 
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agency regarding that particular issue, whereas the responses “A little ability to affect 
change”; “Moderate ability to affect change”; and “Considerable ability to affect change” 
reflect a range of empowerment regarding each issue area. 
Quality of education available to Alaska Natives in my tribe: 
Please rate the ease with which you, as a tribal leader, can 
affect change in the following areas.  









Quality of preschool education available to tribal members on the reservation 
(Reservation and other survey). 
 
Figure 3.  Quality of education rating preschool (Reservation and other) 
 
More respondents to the Lower 48 (reservation and other survey) believed they 
had control over the quality of preschool education than respondents in Alaska. An error 
on the lower 48 survey resulted in the equivalent question to quality of primary education 
available being omitted, and the question regarding high school appearing twice. The 
responses to the duplicated question were slightly different and thus the charts for the 
affected responses are excluded here, but included in the overall rating of their agency, 
discussed later in this chapter.  
On the Alaska survey, one respondent consistently indicated no ability to 
influence the quality of school at any level. Four chose little ability to influence the 
quality of school and three chose moderate ability to influence the quality of school on all 
levels in Alaska, and three felt they have considerable ability to influence the quality of 
school at the preschool and primary level, while two felt they have considerable ability to 
affect change at the middle and high school level. These findings are not numerically 
significant due to the response rate, and the range of responses indicates a reaction one 
might expect from people in many different school districts. The main difference seen in 
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the comparing the two responses on preschool was a larger number of respondents felt 
they had considerable ability to effect change on the preschool level on the lower 48 
states survey, and no respondent chose “no ability to affect change” regarding school at 
any level.  
Both surveys asked respondents to rate their ability to influence the quality of 
Native language programs for tribal members. The charts demonstrate that respondents in 
lower 48 were far more likely to feel they have influence over the quality of Native 
language programs, with seven choosing moderate and six choosing considerable ability 






Figure 4. Ability to influence change: language programs 
Another subcategory on each survey asked respondents to rate their influence on 
“Opportunities for members of my tribe to obtain scholarships for higher education.” On 
 
111 
this topic, respondents chose “considerable influence” in greater numbers, with six 
selecting this option on the lower 48 survey and five choosing this on the Alaska survey.  
Alaska: Opportunities for members of my tribe to obtain scholarships for higher 
education 
 
Lower 48 (reservation and other): Opportunities for members of my tribe to obtain 
scholarships for higher education 
 
Figure 5. Ability to Influence Change: Higher education 
 
The next subcategories asked about services, such as clean water and electricity. 
While not numerically significant, more respondents to the lower 48 survey expressed the 








Lower 48 (reservation and other): Services 
 
Figure 6. Ability to Influence change: Services 









Lower 48 (reservation and other): 
 
Figure 7. Ability to influence change: Job provision 
Comments from respondents related to employment on this question: 
On most of these questions, we can contribute ideas or advice, but ultimately, 
their people in higher position that can turn us down or say that it does not comply 
with regulations. We are an organization, one of the 56 tribes in Alaska over 229 
all over the United States. During my time with the tribe I am working for, I have 
found that decisions in the lower 48 impact Alaska tribes. Some which seem to 
make more obstacle[s] for our small tribe. Also, contracting with BIA, funding 
has been dwindling down and has made it harder for small community such as 
ours (population less than 400) to open new jobs for our community. With new 
permanent jobs unavailable, most of our tribal members are very jobless and 
depend on assistance programs to get by. (Alaska survey 6/20/17).  
An agreed approached we are focused to implement include housing, education, 
economic development and health and public safety. (Lower 48 survey 4/17/18) 
The first comment above speaks to a certain lack of control and influence; this respondent 
chose “little ability to affect change” in seven categories and “moderate” on three. The 
second comment speaks to the plans for change and rates their own ability to change 
higher; this respondent did not choose “little” on any category, selecting “moderate” on 
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three and “considerable” on seven. This difference in agency could be due to many 
reasons. First, the size of each community will help determine influence, with more 
populace communities benefitting from voting power. Second, communities located 
closer to an urban center will likely have better potential for influence than those further 
away. Third, the position of the respondent could affect responses. A tribal administrator 
answering the survey may feel less empowered than Chiefs, Presidents, Governors or 
Lieutenant Governors of Native Nations.  
The next subcategory addressed the ability to affect change mitigating substance 
abuse, a problem prominent in the United States. More respondents in the lower 48 




Lower 48 (reservation and other): 
 
Figure 8. Ability to effect change: Substance abuse 
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Issues of subsistence remain important and often controversial for Alaska Natives 
and Native Americans (Gurney et al. 2015; Interviews Alaska June, July 2017). 
Nonetheless, most respondents to this question indicated some ability to affect change, 
with only one across both surveys indicating no ability to effect change.  
Alaska: 
 
Lower 48 (reservation and other): 
 
Figure 9. Ability to affect change: Subsistence 
Following these questions were questions on each survey tailored to gauge the 
availability of indigenous language programs. The results indicate decreasing availability 





Lower 48 (reservation and other): 
 
Figure 10. Availability of Native Language Programs 
Two questions on each survey address adaptations for dispute settlement and law 
enforcement. As Flies-Away, Garrow and Jorgensen explain, Native Nations have been 
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attempting to transform “Western-style, adversarial dispute resolution with more 
appropriate and effective alternatives that both reflect their centuries-old cultural 
traditions and attend to the long-term health and well-being of their communities” (2007, 
124). The charts below show that more respondents report settling disputes informally in 
the tribe, a practice that has been found to reduce conflict and recidivism (Flies-Away, 
Garrow and Jorgensen 2007). In the lower 48 states, more respondents reported using 
tribal courts, with four identifying “other,” for which respondents specified traditional 
law, tribal sheriffs, and tribal leaders, with one leaving an incomplete answer. Among the 
Alaska respondents, informal and “other” were also the main choices, with other 
identified as “within their own corporate members”; “depends on who, what how, and it 
affects the issue”; “with land issues, usually the board of directors have final say, but 
other disputes are usually settled within Tribal Courts or the Tribal Council”; and one 
elaborating that “[the tribe] has had to go to state court to file that they did not get all 
their funding, which was earmarked from the, from Central Council. Central Council did 
not respond to the fact that these Indian Reservation Roads funds for [the tribe] were 
spent by Central Council…When [the tribe] brought the first suit against Central Council, 
Central Council claimed sovereign immunity. This makes no sense. Use this avenue with 
another tribe. We are our worse enemy at times.” This demonstrates an unusual use of 
sovereign immunity—the CCIT claimed it could not be sued at all without its permission, 
and the Alaska Supreme Court agreed in the case Douglas Indian Association v. Central 
Council of Tlingit & Haida Tribes of Alaska (S-16235 Opinion No. 7198 (2017)). 
Sovereign immunity is more commonly used to prevent state or federal entities from 
suing tribes, rather than between tribes. Moreover, two respondents to the Alaska survey 
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reported taking part in intertribal courts- these courts are useful tools for Native Nations 
that do not have the resources to sustain their own courts systems; joining with other 
tribes allows for more efficient use of available resources while still giving an alternative 
to a non-indigenous system that does not take cultural practices into account (Flies-
Away, Garrow and Jorgensen 2007).  
Alaska: 
 
Lower 48 (Reservation and other) 
 
Figure 11. Dispute settlement mechanisms  
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A question on each survey asked about the type of law enforcement for the tribe or 
community. Divining whether or not Native Nations have their own law enforcement 
mechanisms speaks to institutions and cultural adaptations, as well as conflict. The 
relationship between law enforcement officers and communities can be contentious, 
especially if cultural gaps exist, as in the case of indigenous communities and non-
indigenous law enforcement institutions. The Tribal Court Clearinghouse points out that: 
Tribal justice systems are critical components of the tribal government. They are 
empowered to resolve conflict and controversy. Prior to European contact, native 
people practiced various forms of meaningful and productive conflict and dispute 
resolution. Tribal member participation in the debate of issues and in the defense 
of the alleged was not just allowed, it was expected. Unfortunately, these tribal 
methods were unfamiliar to the settlers and were often discounted and even 
discouraged. (Tribal Court Clearinghouse, n.d.) 
 
 In Alaska, only one (out of 10 total) respondent indicated that their tribe has a 
tribal police force. Three responded the police force was provided by the state, and six 
chose “other”; of these, one indicated there was no local police, only state troopers due to 
funding issues; two others indicated “none” likely indicating a similar situation where the 
only law enforcement is on the state level; another listed a Village Public Safety Officer 
and one stated that the “City and Borough funds the police force.” On the survey of the 
lower 48 states, only one respondent indicated having a tribal police force; another 
respondent said “none,” and one respondent noted that policing is gray area for them; 
despite having a Bureau of Indian Affairs police force, the force oversees three tribes and 
is unable to fully cover these areas, “creating a no man[‘]s land”; the respondent further 
noted that the BIA has no jurisdiction over non-natives, which creates problems.  
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 The Department of Justice surveyed tribal entities in 2002 (Perry 2005) and found 
that approximately 175 Native Nations in the lower 48 states had tribal courts, with 188 
having some form of tribal judicial proceedings. Forty-six had “Court of Indian 
Offenses” (CFR courts), run by the BIA. Code of Federal Regulation (CFR) courts suffer 
from the stigma of having been established to prosecute Native Americans for carrying 
out certain cultural practices. By 2017, the number of CFR courts had been reduced to 
seven according to the website of the Bureau of Justice Statistics 2017. Eighty-four tribes 
reported cross-deputization agreements6 with non-tribal entities at that time (Perry 2005). 
The 2002 survey was not able to collect sufficient data from Alaska, and thus Alaska 
Natives were excluded from the report. Data were collected again in 2017 but was still 
being processed as of June 2018 and thus only a limited summary was available. The 
Bureau of Justice Statistics website reported in 2017 that 75% of Native Nations, 188, in 
the lower 48 states had tribal law enforcement agencies in 2015, up from 165 in 2002 
(Perry 2005). The Alaska Tribal Court directory from 2012  lists 78 tribal courts while 
explaining that their list is not definitive and that many tribes were in the process of 
developing tribal courts. 
Below, this chapter discusses the impact of two different influences, first, the BIA, a 
federal institution with considerable control over many aspects of Native American 
affairs, particularly in the lower 48 states, and gaming, which has considerable impact 
both on the economic lives of Native Nations and their political relationships with the 
state and federal government.  
                                                 
6 According to Perry (2005, 5), regarding cross deputization “under some agreements, Federal, State, 
county/local, and/or tribal law enforcement officers have the power to arrest Indian and non-Indian 
wrongdoers wherever the violation of law occurs.” 
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The Bureau of Indian Affairs 
Question #5 on the lower 48 survey asked, “To what extent does the Bureau of 
Indian Affairs influence cultural activities involving your tribe?” While the researcher 
had expected the BIA would be involved in cultural activities, the majority of 
respondents to this question (11 out of 13) replied that it had no influence. One 
respondent noted that the BIA provides funding for cultural activities. In the space for 
explanation, one respondent noted that the BIA does not care, and if they were better, 
they would have an impact on cultural activities; similarly, another explained that the 
BIA “provides very little or no cultural support”; and another stated that “The BIA must 
meet its federal trust responsibility to assist tribal governments to govern and protect the 
land, people, natural resources, cultural sites, etc. as well as promote community and 
economic development for tribal members. Cultural activities continue with tribal 
traditional leaders and members.” Respondents on the survey reflected neutral or negative 
feelings about the BIA; a more in-depth perspective was gleaned from interviews. 
The impact of gaming  
The survey sent to those in the lower 48 states asks several questions related to 
the impact of gaming. First, respondents are asked “To what extent do casinos influence 
cultural activities involving your tribe?” instructing respondents to check all that apply. 
Twelve respondents answered this question. Four respondents felt that casinos have no 
influence, six reported that casinos provide funds for cultural activities; two felt that 
casinos shape the nature of many tribal activities and three felt that casinos are 
compatible with tribal activities. 
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Second, respondents are asked to rate the well-being of the tribe on a sliding scale 
“All things considered, would you say your tribe is better or worse off because of the 
presence of casinos? slider: Worse off because of the presence of 
casinos…Neutral…Better off because of the presence of casino.” Finally, they are asked 
“All things considered, would you say you as an individual are better or worse off 
because of the presence of casinos?:  
Twelve respondents answered these questions. All chose a number 50 (neutral) or above, 
with a similar average rating, 85 regarding well-being of the tribe and 87 regarding well-
being as an individual. Thus, the sentiments expressed ranged from neutral to 
overwhelmingly positive.  
 













average= 85  


























Table 2 Individual well-being 
The influence of Alaska Native corporations 
In most of Alaska, casinos with class three gaming are illegal. The survey to 
Alaskan recipients sought to gauge the impact of Alaska’s unique circumstance, Alaska 
Native corporations created by the 1971 ANCSA. Respondents had a lot to say about the 
cultural effects of ANCSA on their tribes. The results are reported in the charts below, 




Figure 12. Corporations and cultural activities 
The comments in response to this question provide a mixed perspective of for-
profit corporations. One respondent rated moderate influence and commented 
“Assistance in providing $$$ for Activities within the communities.” Another 
commented “both Kavilco and Sealaska either collaborate on or sponsor project like the 
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Chief Son-i-Hat Whale House7 renovation in 2016”; another cited “Culture camps, 
potlatches, arts and crafts, substance skills, Self esteem.” 
One commented “Sealaska Heritage Institute has provided Tlingit and Haida classes”; 
another noted that the corporations provide funding for some of our programs.” One 
respondent stated “We would like our corporation to grow and become one of the 
riches[t] corporations to provide jobs, dividends or services for our region. We want to 
know if we have something on our land that we can provide on a global level or just 
domestic…timber, fresh water, berries, herbs, gravel, or any other minerals that may be 
needed.” On the other hand, several pointed to some negative aspects of corporations 
“For-profit corporation[s] were formed just to do that, make money off consumers and 
tribal members within that village. Very little is culturally relevant, I have to admit they 
have a couple of programs that are culturally relevant and is only available to certain 
part[s] of our region”; and finally, “THE CEO’s and Board members get thousands in 
compensation dollar wise while their villages remain in the 90 percent poverty!” 
Regarding non-profits associated with corporations, the six comments provided 
were as follows “Same as above [referring to the CEO and Board members’ 
compensation], and they see nothing wrong with that”; “the Kasaan Haida Heritage 
Foundation partnered on the Chief Son-i-Hat Whale House renovation in 2016. Sealaska 
Heritage Institute has sponsored fur sewing classes in Kasaan”; “they provide funding, 
                                                 
7 This refers to the renovation of historic long house in Kasaan, Alaska. According to eh Juneau Empire, 
the house was constructed in 1880. The article notes “The traditional Haida longhouse restoration project 
was made possible through the partnership of the Organized Village of Kasaan (OVK), Kavilco Non-Profit, 
and the Kasaan Haida Heritage Foundation. The efforts were also aided through funding from the 
Rasmuson Foundation as well as donations of timber from Sealaska Corporation, The U.S. Forest Service, 
and the Alaska Mental Health Trust Authority” (Mas-Aboudara 2016).  
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and in some instances help in providing experts in various subject areas”; “Culturally 
relevant programs, trainings or meetings are provided to our community members with 
partnership with our regional health corporation (Yukon-Kuskokwin Health 
Corporation). With their partnership, we had conferences in healthy relationship with 
cultural Elders providing help with the conference. Other programs are mostly arranged 
with our organization because [our] Traditional Council [is] expected to protect our way 
of life and pass on our cultural language.” And: 
Central Council Tlingit & Haida Indian Tribes of Alaska strives to provide 
culturally relevant information to the tribal members. The Social Services 
Department called Tribal Family & Youth Services develops programs that can 
provide culture. The Indian Child Welfare Act Program is a law that children need 
to be with their tribe, family member or tribal members. TFYS had worked on the 
tribal values with e elders of Juneau. There have been programs like the Robert 
Wood Johnson Program that provided funding so staff might look at ways to help 
heal tribal members that have addiction issues. The Alaska Federation of Natives 
Wellness Program provided funding to all Southeast communities. Much of the 
funding went to helping members prepare for the biannual Sealaska Celebration. 
Yards and Yards of material was sent to the smaller communities, funds were 
made available to hire elders to show the younger members how to do regalia, tell 
stories and maybe talk about the elders personal addictions. Getting famil[y] 
members involved in making regalia helped the stay clear of alcohol and/or drugs. 
Talking to elders [was] soothing and helpful (Survey comment 8/9/17). 
 
The next question sought to explore the relationship between tribal and corporate values, 






Figure 13. Corporations and tribal values 
The responses indicate a mix of views about whether or not the for-profit corporations 
reflect tribal values. Three respondents provided examples: 
They are for-profit and they are chartered by State [sic] and therefore here is hardly any 
communication unless it’s needs to involve Tribe then they will. 
Our regional ANCSA corporation is not very successful. Business ventures have not 
brought too much back to shareholders. Board members are not educat[ed] in profit 
making as is evident in the return to shareholders each year. Any dividend comes from 
other for-profit ANCSA organizations. Sad but true. 
Regional Corporation has a program called Calista Elders’ Council that emphasizes on 




The cultural contributions of corporations, both for-profit and non-profit, are explored 
further in the next chapter, Interview Results. The next questions sought to assess the 
agency shareholders and tribal leaders feel in relation to ANCSA corporations. 
Respondents answered these two different questions in exactly the same proportion, with 
two choosing considerable influence, three choosing moderate influence, two choosing 
little influence, and three choosing no influence.  
 




Figure 15. Tribal leader influence on corporations 
The next questions asked Alaska respondents, apart from Metlakatla (due to its 
unique status), to rate how both they as an individual and the tribe is better or worse off 
because of ANCSA, using a sliding scale from 0-100, with 0 representing worse off, 50 
representing Neutral and 100 representing better off. While some respondents gave the 
highest score, 100, the average of the ten responses on each question was still slightly 
negative, falling just below 50 on each. The 10 responses reflect the mixed feeling about 
the ANCSA that are found throughout the study, both in the survey responses and 
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average= 49   
Table 3 Tribal well-being due to ANCSA 
  
Individual Better or 










average= 47   
Table 4 Individual well-being due to ANCSA 
Next, the survey asked those in Alaska “How has the fact that corporations hold 
title to land in Alaska affected your tribe?” While only seven responded, the answers 
demonstrate the diverse views of these corporations and the asymmetrical amounts of 
benefits. For example, one stated, “Peace of mind that we have title to land” and another, 
“…we have ‘Title’ to our land compared to others. It is a process but we own 69 
thousand acres around our village.” Another noted that “the corporation has partnered 
with the Tribe on various projects for the benefit of the whole community.” Others were 
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less sanguine, asking “How would someone else owning your land affect you? The 
corporations hold title of ‘formerly’ Tribal lands, so not owning said land affects Tribes 
in a million ways”; “we have to ask permission for everything on our ancestral lands”; 
“Not at all. This means that if the ANCSA corporation makes money off selling timber 
the nonprofit arm gets nothing from this.” One respondent addressed multiple issues, 
noting, “Land dispute among tribal members which never used to happen before ANCSA 
and forming of corporations which states, ‘Develop on land for profit’ whereas, 
traditional is share and save land for future generations use and protect that land that 
provides for our community.”  
Relationship with state and federal institutions 
A question on both surveys asks respondents to indicate how often state and 
federal government officials include tribal leaders when making decisions. 
Alaska: 
 
Figure 16. Tribal leader input on state decisions Alaska 
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Lower 48 (reservation and other): 
 
Figure 17. Tribal leader input on state decisions Lower 48 
When asked the same question about federal government officials, the results are similar: 
Alaska: 
 
Figure 18. Tribal leader input on federal decisions Alaska 
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Lower 48 (reservation and other): 
 
Figure 19. Tribal leader input on federal decisions Lower 48 
Consequently, the most common response in the lower 48 states is that federal officials 
rarely consult with Native Nations about decisions that affect them, whereas Alaskan 
leaders were more likely to select “sometimes.” These responses, while not representative 
of all Native Nations, indicate a likely inconsistency in the consultation process. The 
federal government is required to consult with Native Nations on issues affecting the 
tribe, and yet the responses indicate leaders have not been consulted on some of the 
issues that do have an impact of the lives of Native Nation members.  
Questions on both surveys asked about the level of trust between the Native 
Nation and state government, making the statement “The relationship between tribes and 
the state government is one of trust” and “The relationship between tribes and federal 
government is one of trust” and asking respondents to position a slider from 0, meaning 
no trust, to complete trust at the other end of the spectrum, and neutral in the middle. For 
the Alaska survey, eight people answered this question. The average answer scored the 
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relationship at 42, whereas for the federal government the average was 51. Thus, the 
assessment of trust with the federal government was considerably higher with the federal 
government. Respondents to the lower 48 survey ranked at an average score of 42 for 
both (see tables below), indicating a fairly low level of confidence that state and federal 
government entities can be trusted. The array of responses from both surveys indicate that 
most respondents have some level of trust in the government (only one chose 0), but that 
level of trust is fairly low. The responses to the Alaska survey are consistent with the 
notion, expressed in interviews for this project, that tribes have traditionally had a closer 
relationship with the federal government. The responses to the lower 48 survey, on the 
other hand, average the same number, yet only two respondents rated the level of trust 
with the same number, most had a difference of 20 or more points in their level of trust of 
the state and federal government entities. This might be indicative of more time invested 
in relationships on a one or the other level, and/or more access to state or federal officials. 
Interview respondents noted that relationships with government officials are often closer 
and more productive when the government officials have been in office for a while; 
changes in administration, whether at the state or national level can bring new challenges 
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Table 5 Trust in state government Alaska 
Level of trust in federal 









average= 49 10 responses 
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Table 7 Trust in state government lower 48 
Level of trust in federal 















Table 8 Trust in federal government Lower 48 
 Each survey asked who makes “the important decisions that affect the 
community”—seven Alaskans respondents chose tribal leaders, while three others 
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acknowledged borough, country, municipal, state, and federal officials in the comments. 
On the lower 48 survey, 12 respondents pointed to tribal leaders, while some of these 
same respondents also acknowledged country, state and federal officials and federal 
courts. One noted, “We are under PL280 jurisdiction,” referring to the legislation that 
gave the states additional oversight in both civil and criminal matters in certain areas, 
including some tribal lands. Dimitrova-Grajzl, Grajzl, and Guse (2013) found that areas 
where Public Law 280 has been enacted, giving states more authority in tribal areas, have 
experienced lower incomes and higher poverty rates.  
The tables below combine this previously discussed information in order to 
explore the relationship between agency, tribal adaptations, and trust in state and federal 
government and consider how these responses can shed light on the project’s research 
questions. To assess how respondents rated themselves on the ability to assess change, 
the following scoring was used: 
none=0 




The total score of their responses is their self-assessment of agency, or how 
capable they feel they are of implementing change as a leader of a Native Nation. The 
numbers are not numerically significant, but of those that did respond, the results are 
inconsistent. The researcher expected that those with the lowest level of agency, that is 
the ability to affect change, would have the lowest trust in government institutions. 
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Summary results, Alaska 
On the Alaska survey, those with levels of agency below 15 (7, 12, 12, and 13) 
expressed different levels of trust of the federal government, ranging from 29-100. Two 
with the highest level of trust of the federal government, at 75 and 100, did express 
greater confidence in their ability to affect changes as well as the propensity of the 
federal government to consult with tribes, but one with a low assessment of agency, 13, 
expressed relatively high confidence in the government, 70. Almost all indicated that 
tribal leaders had a key role in making decisions in the community. The respondent who 
indicated no trust in the state government in Alaska had corresponding responses more in 
line with expectations; they had no police force, a low assessment of their own agency 
and indicated that the state never consults with tribes. One of the variables examined was 
whether or not cultural adaptations, such as having a tribal police force, tribal court, or 
participating in the intertribal mechanisms would lead to a lower level of conflict with 
state and federal entities, and hence higher level of trust. However, there was no 
consistency between level of trust and whether or not the tribe has a tribal court or 
participates in group governance institutions, such as intertribal council on either survey. 
One comment of note mentioned that the federal government often consults with tribe, 
but that it was not clear what the government is doing with the input- in other words, it 




















0 12 never none tribal leaders 
11 12 sometimes 
village police officer; 
rely on state troopers 
due to funding issues tribal leaders 
50 30 sometimes 
state provided police 
force tribal leaders 
50 13 
we provide 
inputs, but are 
just that 





52 28 often 
state provided police 
force tribal leaders 
56 7 sometimes 
city-funded police 
force city officials 
60 20 sometimes 






62 22 sometimes 
village public safety 
officer tribal leaders 

























29 12 sometimes none tribal leaders 
30 16 sometimes none tribal leaders 
40 20 
often, but the 










41 12 Seldom 
village police officer; 
rely on state troopers 
due to funding issues tribal leaders 
42 7 sometimes 
city-funded police 
force city officials 
42 22 often 
village public safety 
officer tribal leaders 





75 30 often 
state provided police 
force tribal leaders 
100 28 often 
state provided police 
force tribal leaders 
Table 10 Summary Results Alaska federal 
Summary results, lower 48 (reservation and other) 
On the lower 48 survey, the respondent with the lowest levels of agency had 
varying levels of trust in the government on both the state and federal levels. No direct 
connections can be drawn between their level of agency and the cultural adaptations of 
the tribe identified on this survey. It is possible that a greater volume of data could yield 
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clearer results, but there is no indication that the research hypotheses are likely to be 
confirmed.  

















10 25 Never BIA police tribal leaders 





25 20 seldom tribal police force tribal leaders 
33 24 seldom tribal police force tribal leaders 
43 20 often 
incomplete 
response tribal leaders 
45 15 seldom tribal police force tribal leaders 
46 10 seldom tribal police force tribal leaders 
50 27 seldom tribal police force tribal leaders 
56 18 often non-tribal- state 



































with tribes tribal police force 
important decisions are 
made by: 
17 16 seldom tribal police force tribal leaders 
25 20 often tribal police force tribal leaders 
31 24 seldom tribal police force tribal leaders 
32 15 seldom tribal police force tribal leaders 
39 4 seldom no police force 
tribal leaders and fed 
government officials 
40 21 often tribal police force 
tribal leaders, county 
officials 
43 20 seldom 
incomplete 
response tribal leaders 
60 10 seldom tribal police force tribal leaders 
65 18 often non-tribal-state 
tribal, state & fed 
government officials 
70 23 often tribal police force 
tribal leaders, federal 
government officials 
and federal courts 
75 27 seldom tribal police force tribal leaders 
Table 12 Summary results lower 48 federal 
Identifying challenges  
Both surveys asked an open-ended question about the tribe’s most daunting 
challenge. Respondents to the Alaska survey identified substance abuse more frequently 
than any other issue. Out of 10 respondents who answered this question, four identified 
substance abuse, with one explaining  
The opiate epidemic is here in Juneau and in the Southeast villages. Not enough 
treatment centers. This holds back the families affected by this in becoming 
strong families. Whole families need to go to treatment. Doing this can help the 
family heal. TANF (Temporary Assistance to Needy Families) DHHS Program is 
five years. In five years the tribal members must get their lives in order, deal with 
their issues, go to training, graduate from high school. You can stop and start up 




Respondents also pointed to the need for affordable housing (1 response), jobs and 
education (1 response) and identified financial shortages as the greatest challenge (2 
response), including overcoming a budget deficit. Two identified gaps in human 
resources, one due to the small size of the village and another due to a lack of experts; 
two identified developing plans for their communities as the greatest challenge. 
Twelve respondents to the lower 48 survey identified one or more challenges 
facing the tribe. Culture was most frequently cited, mentioned in some way in five 
answers: “cultural preservation”; “loss of our language and culture” “preserving and 
strengthening our culture with the primary focus being [our pueblo] not the outside 
world. Sustainability”; “finding the financial resources to keep programs such as the 
cultural language program running for a sustained period”; “Continuing to preserve 
Tribal cultural traditions and ceremonies. Providing a stable and sustainable economic 
culture, which means restoration of our forests, rivers, and streams. Provide a quality 
education for our children.” Two respondents mentioned issues related to the 
environment, sustainability and “economic development and destruction of the 
environment.” Three other included challenges related to economics “creating jobs”; 
“building a consistent and growing revenue and tax base to fund government operations 
and services” and “cost of living increases.” Another identified geographic dispersal “We 
are so spread out, no reservation, citizens living in all 50 states.” Only one identified 




The answers to these questions cannot be extrapolated to draw conclusions for the 
larger population, given the small number of responses. Nonetheless, they provide a 
snapshot of issues Native Nations are known to be facing today, substance abuse, lack of 
resources, and cultural loss, the challenge of planning and implementing programs with 
limited resources and a frustration by some who feel they lack a land base.  
The surveys also intended to explore issues of gender in tribal leadership. 
Question 20 on the survey of leaders in the lower 48 asks “Do female leaders face greater 
obstacles as tribal leaders than males?” There were two oversights related to this 
question. First, this question was not asked on the Alaska survey, an unintentional 
omission by the researcher. Second, the question presupposes that there are female 
leaders and does not touch on the problems women might confront attaining leadership 
roles, which was discussed in interviews. Eleven respondents answered this question. 
Four answered simply no, three simply “yes” and others provided comments, one noting 
that there are very few women in leadership positions and that mentors and role model 
tend to be men, in a “male dominated [hierarchy]”: another commented that “Wom[en] 
are not allowed,” “Females serve in traditional roles. Acoma Pueblo is a matrilineal 
society-children take their mother’s clan, property rights belong to the female. Clan 
mothers have traditional duties.” Another commented “Yes but not overtly…but 
definitely held to an unfair standard.” Thus, for some Native Nations, women are not 
allowed at all in leadership certain leadership positions; for other others, respondents 
indicate that they are allowed but do face obstacles attaining office and once in office. 




Both surveys queried the tribe’s greatest achievement in an open-ended question: 
“My tribe’s greatest achievement is:” Some of the respondents spoke to governance and 
institutions, saying “receiving federal recognition in 1991” and “tribal courts.” 
Respondents reported providing services such as roads, laundry, groceries, and training, 
such as office skills and providing employment, including being one of the top 
community employers. Others focused on education, including implementing language 
immersion program and higher education, including “Our ongoing work with cultural 
preservation and higher education work with our tribal citizens and students.” Many 
mentioned culture: “cultural resurgence,” “building a culturally based community,” and 
“protecting and preserving cultural traditions and ceremonies” and collaborating to 
restore the last remaining traditional Haida building in the United States. One identified 
preserving cultural traditions and ceremonies. One respondent said simply “subsistence” 
and another “perseverance.” One respondent stated, “the strength of its members and 
another said tellingly “Surviving in both worlds.” 
Summary and conclusions 
In summary, the surveys asked for a very wide range of data but did not get 
enough responses to make generalizations about these issues. Responses did not come 
from every Native Nation but did come from a variety of geographic areas including 
different parts of Alaska and extending throughout the United States. In retrospect, 
narrowing the questions and having fewer parts to some of the questions might have 
yielded more responses and thus more useful data as well as allowed the researcher to 
better catch errors and inconsistencies. However, the data collected, particularly the 
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individual commentary, does give insight into the challenges facing tribes, their 
achievements, and the way they have adapted to circumstances, as well as their 
relationship with state and federal entities, with some of the most interesting information 
coming from open-ended responses that provide useful insights into the unique 
circumstances of Native Nations. The data, limited by the low response rate, nonetheless 
is a means to triangulate the responses to interview questions.  
One of the goals of the survey was to assess Alaska Native Nations’ leaders’ view 
of their unique system of Alaska Native corporations compared to how gaming is viewed 
by leaders in the lower 48 states. Respondents’ answers reveal mixed feelings about the 
Alaska Native corporations. In terms of well-being of the individual and tribe, 
respondents were more likely to state that neither tribe nor the respondent as an 
individual was benefitting, with an average score in the high 40s for each category, 
whereas respondents in the lower 48 states had a far more positive outlook about the 
benefits of casinos, resulting in average scores in the 80s, despite the drawbacks 
identified in other parts of the survey, in the literature and in interviews. This difference 
can be attributed in part to the fact that while casinos had affected tribes in many different 
ways, they did not affect land ownership as ANCSA did. ANCSA fundamentally altered 
relations between the indigenous, the land, as well as the state and federal government. 
The IGRA also affected the relationship between tribes and the state government but did 
not affect land ownership. The survey responses regarding the impact of casinos are 
largely positive; interviews yielded a more nuanced view of the impact of gaming, as will 
be discussed in the next chapter. 
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The data collected is insufficient to accept or reject the hypotheses of this 
dissertation. No direct relationship was shown between variables with the limited data 
collected, nor were any trends identified that might forecast results had there been more 
responses to the surveys. Instead, the surveys provide insights into the unique situations 
of each of the Native Nations under consideration and some of the ways they have 
creatively adapted to these circumstances. Moreover, it demonstrates the importance of 
state and federal policies, such as PL 280, and the relationship between Native Nation 
leaders and the state and federal leaders they work with. This dissertation cannot make 
generalizations about the cultural adaptations of tribes leading to higher or lower conflict 
with non-indigenous entities. Instead, the responses indicate a desire for consultation, 
transparency and the fulfillment of duties and obligations. These themes are further 




CHAPTER VI – PRESENTATION OF INTERVIEW RESULTS 
This chapter presents the results of the interviews conducted for this dissertation, 
integrating interview information with archival research and well as what the researcher 
learned attending the Tribal Interior Budget Meeting on July 24-27, 2017 and the Navajo 
Nation Council meetings in April of 2018. The analysis, applied to the examples of the 
Native Nations discussed below, is guided by the Harvard precepts, along with the idea of 
“purposeful modernization” and creative adaptation. Hosmer (1999) asserts that 
modernization does not have to mean loss of cultural identity; with “purposeful 
modernization” (Hosmer 1999, 37), economic opportunity and cultural salience can go 
hand in hand. Thus, the adoption of corporations in Alaska as a means to settle land 
claims, much like the addition of casinos to reservations, is a form of “purposeful 
modernization”- while this does not imply there are no effects on culture, this study 
posits that culture and governance have creatively adapted and manifest themselves in 
new ways. The analysis explores how “creative organizational adaptations” shape Native 
Nation governance (Altman 2008, 198). Culture is intertwined with the notion of 
purposeful modernization, as Native Nations have adapted to the Western-style of 
governance and forged their own paths. Native Nations in the United States are expected 
to form tribal governments that conform to Western standards. The results of the research 
are not meant to be generalizable, but to capture the experience of respondents and add to 
the knowledge base on Native Nations in the United States, addressing the questions 
“How do different circumstances of tribes in the United States affect their ability of to 
govern?” and “How does the agency of tribal leaders, in addition to cultural adaptations 
of the tribe, affect the amount of conflict that ensues between tribes and non-tribal 
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government entities?” Primary and secondary sources are used below to supplement what 
was learned in the interviews. The themes of conflict, sovereignty, creative adaptation, 
cultural preservation, and revitalization are prominent in the interview results and gender 
was touched upon briefly in several interviews. Thus, the balance of this chapter proceeds 
to discuss these intertwined themes, discussing the issue of tribal sovereignty in Alaska, 
gaming in the lower 48, followed by a more specific discussion of several Native Nations 
in Alaska and several in the lower 48 states. The chapter then discusses themes of conflict 
and cooperation between Native Nations and non-indigenous government entities, before 
concluding. 
Alaska: ANCSA, Sovereignty, and Adaptation 
The unique history of Alaska and late entry to the United States has meant a very 
different path for Alaska Natives than the indigenous peoples in the lower 48 states. 
There is a common misconception that the ANCSA abolished tribes. In fact, while tribes 
were not abolished, ANCSA did shape the course of tribal relations in Alaska, leading to 
an ongoing struggle for sovereignty. ANCSA settled Alaska Native land claims, putting 
land under corporations, rather than tribes. Thus, the tribes lost their land base and much 
of their economic might. Nonetheless, Alaska Native corporations have also been able to 
leverage profits in ways that benefit Alaska Natives, culturally and economically. As a 
result, the section explores perceptions of how ANCSA has shaped the Alaska Native 
experience, including recognition of sovereignty and even the existence of tribes in 
Alaska. 
According to some interviewees, ANCSA weakened tribes because money and 
land were given to corporations. Tribes have struggled for recognition from the state. 
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Evidence of the confusion about tribes is demonstrated by varying legal opinions and 
decrees from Alaskan governors over the years. Alaska State Attorney General Jahna 
Lindemuth points out that the state of Alaska ruled in 1988 that tribes do not exist in 
Alaska; in a dispute between an Alaska Native village and a contractor, the state Supreme 
Court held that Stevens Village, “like most native groups in Alaska, is not self-governing 
or in any meaningful sense sovereign…Congress intended that most Alaska Native 
groups not be treated as sovereigns…there are not now and never have been tribes of 
Indians in Alaska as that term is used in federal Indian law” (Native Village of Stevens v. 
AMP 2d 32 (Alaska 1988). Nonetheless, two subsequent orders from the governor’s 
office and a more recent legal opinion from Alaska’s attorney general have contradicted 
this decision. Governor Steve Cowper issued a qualified acknowledgment of tribes in 
1990, stating “We contend that many Native Alaskan groups could qualify for tribal 
recognition under federal law, although some would not” (Administrative Order No. 123, 
para. 3). Governor Walter Hickel rescinded this order in 1991, arguing that this 
recognition was incompatible with the policy “that Alaska is one country, one people. 
The state of Alaska opposes explanation of tribal governmental powers and the creation 
of ‘Indian Country’ in Alaska” (Administrative Order No. 125). Governor Tony Knowles 
issued a more comprehensive statement in 2000, noting that “Tribes existed in Alaska 
before the formation of the United States and the State of Alaska. The existence of Tribes 
in Alaska, and their inherent sovereignty, has been recognized by all three branches of the 
federal government” (Administrative Order No. 186 2000, para. 3). 
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Alaska State Attorney General Lindemuth issued a definitive opinion in October 
2017 at the request of Governor Walker. Lindemuth states clearly that tribes have always 
existed and have the full recognition of all level of the US government:  
The law is clear. There are 229 Alaska Tribes and they are separate sovereigns 
with inherent sovereignty and subject matter jurisdiction over certain matters. 
Indian country is not a prerequisite for Alaska Tribe’s inherent sovereignty or 
subject matter jurisdiction, but it may impact the extent of that jurisdiction. 
(Lindemuth 2017, 16) 
 
Lindemuth’s opinion is seen as a milestone for Native Nations in Alaska in terms of legal 
recognition that may help tribes struggling for political power and resources (Interview 
with President Peterson February 23, 2018). The fact that the very existence of tribes in 
Alaska was still in question in 2017 is emblematic of the struggle of Native Nations in 
Alaska, and the uncertainty surrounding interpretations of ANCSA and its impact. 
Greg Razo, a lawyer and Vice President for the Government Contracting for the 
Cook Inlet Region, Inc. (CIRI), an Alaska Native Corporation, opines that federal Indian 
policy toward Alaska is distinct from that of the lower 48 states, but that it has created 
“some amazing institutions” (Interview Greg Razo July 6, 2017). For instance, CIRI is a 
hugely profitable corporation with several non-profit arms. CIRI’s website, for example, 
points out that as of 2013, CIRI has distributed over $1 billion to shareholders, an amount 
greater than that ($962.5 million) awarded to all corporations in Alaska with the ANCSA 
settlement. In 2003, CIRI set up an Elders’ Trust, which confers $450 per quarter to 
elders deemed eligible as long as the trust money lasts, which CIRI estimates will be 
twenty years (2018). The CIRI Foundation, according to their site, has given away over 
$30 million in grants and scholarships to further Alaska Native education. Other non-
profit branches include the Alaska Native Health Resource Advocate Program, the 
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Alaska Native Heritage Center, the Alaska Native Justice Center, the Cook Inlet Housing 
Authority, the Cook Inlet Tribal Council, the Southcentral Foundation, Alaska’s People 
Inc., and the Koahnic Broadcast Corporation. 
While in Razo’s view ANCSA did, in effect, stop the development of tribes in 
many ways and take away their source of revenue by giving corporations the land, in 
recent years tribes have resurged. An example of tribal resurgence can be seen with the 
Chickaloon Nation, located in the Cook Inlet Region near Anchorage, Alaska. Rick 
Harrison, Co-Chairman of the of the Chickaloon Village Traditional Council and the 
TIBC, as well as a member of the board of directors for the Cook Inlet Tribal Council, 
which is a non-profit branch of CIRI, explains that from his perspective, corporations 
have diminished the status of tribes. They have taken some of tribe’s traditional space 
because tribes no longer have a land base; corporations received both the money and land 
from the ANCSA settlement. In his view, ANCSA was passed to divide and conquer the 
tribes. It has created a generation gap because those born after 1971 (the “after-borns”) 
that were not part of the ANCSA settlement and can only become shareholders if they are 
given stock. Tribes themselves received nothing from the ANCSA settlement. Co-
Chairman Harrison noted that in his view, corporations do not “play well with the tribes” 
(Interview July 27, 2017). He notes that this is not true of all corporations and tribal 
councils, but in some geographic locations, such as Cook Inlet, people were placed in 
corporations based on where they lived at the time, and many were not from local tribes. 




Nonetheless, the Chickaloon tribe has creatively adapted and forged its own path. 
According to their website, in 1973, Elders brought back the Chickaloon Village 
Traditional Council to focus on revitalizing culture and asserting the tribe’s identity while 
promoting economic self-sufficiency. The tribe sought grants, and working with one of 
the CIRI non-profits, the Southcentral Foundation, established a clinic that is open not 
only to tribal members but also the community around them, which has had positive 
effects on community-tribe relations. Moreover, Cook Inlet has established a tribal court, 
and Elder’s Council as a local dispute mechanism and a peace officer program to provide 
tribal policing. The tribe negotiated a Memorandum of Understanding with the state court 
so that they are notified when tribal citizens are tried in court cases; consequently, the 
tribe is given an opportunity to intervene and at times be part of the sentencing. Co-
Chairman Harrison noted that this is a relatively new and unusual relationship with state 
courts. Their tribe has also established a school that is open to non-native children, one of 
the few tribal schools that goes all the way from kindergarten to twelfth grade.  
Dr. Rosita Worl, President of the Sealaska Heritage Institute (SHI), located in 
southeastern Alaska, as well as a member of the Sealaska Board of Directors, notes that 
Alaska Native corporations were created by Congress for economic benefit, but they also 
come with cultural benefits. Corporations, according to Worl, do not generally interfere 
with culture; in fact, any cultural conflicts are easily superseded by the work that 
corporations do to protect the rights of Alaska Natives. For instance, the Bristol Native 
Corporation has protected subsistence rights when they are in jeopardy from mining 
company actions, expressing opposition to the Pebble Mine on its website because of the 
threat the proposed Pebble Mine poses to fishing and wildlife.  
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In addition, Alaska Native corporations joined in the opposition to the commercial 
development of Indian point, a sacred Tlingit site in Juneau. Worl, in her capacity as a 
member of the board of directors of the Sealaska Corporation, writes that 
as a Native corporation, we view our cultural survival and the protection of our 
sacred sites as major objectives along with our financial enterprises. At this time, 
we have introduced legislation in Congress to amend ANCSA to allow us to 
select and maintain ownership of a significant number of our sacred sites. We also 
continue to advance the notion of heritage areas as another mechanism to protect 
our historical and sacred sites. (Worl 2009, 63) 
The SHI, which was established in 1980 and is located in Juneau, continually promotes 
cultural preservation of the southern Alaska tribes and revitalization through research, art, 
education, and summer programs. Among the multitude of activities that can be found on 
its website and in its newsletter is its biennial festival. Every two years, it hosts a festival 
celebrating the Tlingit, Haida, and Tshimshian cultures, which is attended by thousands 
from around the world. It sponsors summer camps, conferences on education, and has its 
own extensive and well-preserved archives of Native documents on the first level of the 
Institute. To promote cultural revitalization, it hosts art display and competitions, 
workshops on Native crafts, such as skin sewing and carving and sells crafts at its well-
appointed store. In addition, it hosts a Native Youth Olympics of Traditional games. SHI 
works both with policymakers on legislation that benefit Alaska Natives (Interview with 
Worl, June 16, 2017), but also directly with the people through the many educational 
opportunities, internships, and activities it offers. Thus, SHI represents a clear example of 
how funding from the corporation has been channeled into a tool for policy and culture, 
creatively adapting programs that can thrive, at least in part, because of the funding from 
its Alaska Native Corporation counterpart. Worl (2009) points out that typical 
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corporations do not give away shares, given the potential to diminish the value of stock 
for other shareholders, but the Alaska Natives advocated for an amendment to ANCSA to 
allow each corporation the leeway to give stock to those born after the cut off to receive 
stock, December 1971, and to allow special benefits to be given to disadvantaged and 
vulnerable groups, such as the elderly.  
The Central Council of Tlingit and Haida (CCTHITA) is the tribal governing 
council located in southeastern Alaska, where the Sealaska Corporation and the SHI 
operate. CCTHITA is a government entity in southeastern Alaska that unites two tribes 
under one governing unit, an unusual situation but one that gives the council strength in 
numbers and allows it to work for the benefit of the region. CCTHITA is not affiliated 
with the Alaska Native Corporation of the area, Sealaska Corporation, but it does 
collaborate with it on economic and cultural initiatives to benefit Alaska Natives in the 
region. Richard Peterson, President of the Central Council of Tlingit and Haida 
(CCTHITA), notes that tribes in Alaska have empowered themselves in a struggle has 
been shaped in many ways by ANCSA. In a phone interview, President Peterson 
explained that the Council’s structure was modeled after Western constructs, but that the 
tribes have adapted it in a way that works for them. The Council is very successful in 
economic terms; in addition to putting funds into trust from a lawsuit settlement, 
CCTHITA has leveraged considerable financial resources from non-traditional means. 
CCTHITA has its own enterprises through the Tlingit-Haida Tribal Business Corporation 
(THTBC). Through THTBC, CCTHITA acquired KIRA, a Colorado-based federal 
contracting firm that has administered over one billion dollars’ worth of government 
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contracts; President Peterson described KIRA as “a major force in government 
contracting. KIRA is the vehicle the Tribe needs to generate unrestricted revenue to 
eventually give us the ability to expand service to our tribal citizens regardless of service 
area” (CCTHITA Office of the President 2018; para 2). Thus, the council is using non-
traditional economic means to reach out to, and provide services for, its geographically 
dispersed population. Through these resources, CCTHITA is striving for “economic 
sovereignty” (Schoenfeld 2017, para 2). This sovereignty allows for greater cultural 
salience- CCTHITA is using their economic resources in order to construct a cultural 
immersion park in Juneau Alaska. In addition, the CCTHITA has developed a legal 
system that is based on traditional values and norms, which affects socioeconomic 
aspects of indigenous lives in southeastern Alaska (Interview with President Peterson 
February 23, 2018). 
Metlakatla, Alaska’s only indigenous reserve, provides a contrasting perspective 
on the impact of ANCSA. Hosmer studied Metlakatla in the 1990s and used it as an 
example, along with the Menominee, of creative adaptation. He explained how the 
indigenous adapted political and economically, moving from Canada to start a new home 
on Annette Island and building enterprises there while still maintaining a strong 
connection to their culture8. He argues that in the face of imposed change, the 
Metlakatlans “chose economic modernization as the best possible way to preserve, not 
abandon, distinctive identities” (Hosmer 1999, 224). The people of Metlakatla have 
continued an independent path in many ways; they opted out of ANCSA completely; 
                                                 
8 It is important to note the strong influence of William Duncan on this community of Tsimshian who 
converted to Christianity and were led by Duncan from British Columbia to Annette Island (Hosmer 1999).  
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there are no Alaska Native corporations created by ANCSA on Annette Island. Instead, it 
continued as a reserve, making its territory officially Indian territory, more akin to 
reservations in the lower 48 than the situation of the majority of Alaska Natives. In 
Metlakatla, interview respondents took a clear pride in the choices their community made 
to not join the ANCSA settlement and become the only reserve in Alaska. Gavin Hudson, 
a member of the tribal council, asserts that this path was chosen in order “to maintain 
sovereignty over our land, water, and people. We determine our future. No amount of 
money can compensate us for those things, which are priceless” (Interview with Gavin 
Hudson, June 13, 2017). Another leader in Metlakatla noted that there is a lack of rights 
for those that are part of ANCSA; limitations are set by the state (Anonymous interview, 
June 12, 2017). A long-serving tribal council member explained Metlakatla’s unique 
path, first explaining that the term “reservation” is a misnomer, as the island is an Indian 
Reserve. Only members of the reserve are allowed to live in Metlakatla, and visitors must 
seek permission to spend time on the island. This leader noted that, by declining to join 
ANCSA, those in Metlakatla did not “extinguish our right to subsist or our sovereignty,” 
whereas tribes who are part of ANCSA have to fight for sovereign rights (Anonymous 
interview June 12, 2017). The people of Metlakatla have found economic success in the 
island’s salmon hatchery, as well as a small casino they are seeking to develop further. 
They view their status and sovereignty as quite different than that of the rest of Alaska 
Natives. One respondent described Metlakatla as a neo-socialist republic; the land is held 
in trust and all must benefit from every tree that is cut down. The wealth of the salmon 
hatchery is shared on feast days when the business is going well, with food provided for 
the whole community (Anonymous interview, June 12, 2017; Gavin Hudson June 13, 
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2017). Metlakatlans forge their own path on an island, geographically isolated but 
increasingly connected to the world through the Internet. 
Examples from the lower 48: economic power and sovereignty 
Gaming  
Gaming has had transformative effects on Native Americans in the lower 48 in 
several ways. Several respondents (Interviews with Chairman Robert Smith, July 26, 
2017; Delegate Amber Crotty April 17, 2018; David Montoya, February 2, 2018) noted 
that casinos have cultural foundations in traditional Indian games; games of chance are 
not fundamentally incompatible with traditional values and the ability to establish bingo 
halls and casinos is considered to be a sovereign right of Native Nations. Gaming has 
become an important economic force for many Native Nations; moreover, respondents in 
the lower 48 mentioned several ways that gaming has benefited the community, including 
raising cultural awareness, improving education and infrastructure, and providing public 
services, such as police and fire departments. An example of a Native Nation that has 
been able to leverage casino funds very successfully is in California; their casinos have 
displays that draw attention to the cultural site’s casino visitors the Pala Band of Mission 
Indians might not be aware of. In addition, casino funds allow all of their young people 
who want to attend college to do so, funding the majority of their education and only 
requiring some contribution by the student to ensure the student is invested in completing 
their education. The Pala Band of Mission Indians works with the state and local 
community, helping to fund local services; for instance, at times they have been able to 
give over $20 million a year to the state to help to maintain local roads. Moreover, 
gaming funds have been used to build traditional structures, such as sweat lodges 
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(Interview with Chairman Robert Smith, July 26, 2017). Thus, the funds from casinos in 
this instance not only make Pala Band a powerful economic force locally, they also allow 
for cultural revitalization. In this way, gaming is a tool of both creative adaptation and 
purposeful modernization. 
However, gaming also has detrimental effects that pose obstacles to development 
and well-being of Native Nations. Several respondents explained issues such as 
disenrollment, a primarily local customer base, a rise in social problems, and diminishing 
profits due to the rise in competition. A negative effect associated with the casinos’ 
profits is that the tribal membership has become restrictive; the tribe has faced conflict 
over disenrollment, an issue discussed in previous chapters that concerns the status of 
individual Native Nation members. Many Native Nations have had disagreements about 
who qualifies as a member of their tribe and there are fears that some members are being 
disqualified based on personal or financial reasons, rather than traditional or agreed-upon 
membership criteria. Restrictive membership standards ensure that all members are well-
taken care of; however, Chairman Robert Smith fears that the current standards, which 
require proving a blood quantum of 1/16 of the Pala Band of Mission Indians only, will 
mean that the tribe will eventually die out.  
Another issue raised in many interviews is that casinos are far from universally 
profitable. The majority of casinos are not cash cows (Corntassel and Witmer 2008). 
Some subscribe to the notion that “if you build it they will come”; for tribes in remote 
areas, such as in the Navajo Nation, discussed below, and some casinos in Montana, this 
did not happen. Instead, the casinos recirculate money internally from local indigenous 
customers, rather than bringing in outside capital (Lee 2014; Interviews with Delegate 
 
160 
Kee Allen Begay Jr., November 16, 2017 and Delegate Amber Crotty, April 17, 2018; 
Interview with Joe McKay, October 18, 2017). The disparate amount of profits can be 
identified in American Gaming Association data for 2014; whereas California grossed 
over $17 billion dollars from 72 gaming facilities, Arizona grossed just under $5 billion 
from 23 facilities and Montana casinos earned over $50 billion from 15 facilities.  
The Navajo Nation had a difficult path with gaming. First, the people voted 
against gaming twice in the 1990s before being approved in 2004. Many Navajos 
opposed gaming due to fears of the social impact (Henderson and Russell 1997). On the 
third vote, it was approved, but many people felt the ballot was worded such that 
approval was pre-ordained (Interviews with Delegate Kee Allen Begay Jr., November 16, 
2017; Delegate Amber Crotty, April 17, 2018; Anthony Peterman, April 16, 2018). The 
Navajo Nation established a gaming enterprise in 2006. A loan was taken out to fund the 
casinos, using pension funds of elders and the disabled without consulting them. Because 
the loans still need to be repaid, there are limited funds available for social services 
(Interview with Delegate Kee Allen Begay, Jr., 2017; Delegate Amber Crotty, April 17, 
2018). For the Acoma, profits have diminished with the rise of other casinos in the 
Southwest. Personnel, as well as benefits distributed to the Acoma people, have been 
reduced in recent years. Leaders from the Navajo Nation and Acoma Pueblo are working 
toward further economic diversification.  
A serious consideration is the fear that gaming exacerbates social problems such 
as higher crime rates and social issues, including child neglect and elder abuse. Lee 
(2014) reports that there is anecdotal evidence from the Navajo Nation that with the 
establishment of casinos parents and caregivers are spending time at the casinos at the 
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expense of their families, even leaving children in cars while those who are responsible 
for caring for the children occupy themselves in the casino for hours. Respondents 
indicated that casinos facilitate alcohol abuse, especially in areas where alcohol is legal at 
the casinos, but illegal everywhere else, which can lead to bootlegging. Casinos become a 
center for drug and alcohol abuse. For tribes that have per capita disbursement of gaming 
revenue, predators, including drug dealers, will sometimes descend on Native Nations 
members on the days that they know these payments will take place (Interviews with Joe 
McKay, October 18, 2017; David Montoya, February 2, 2018; Delegate Amber Crotty, 
April 17, 2018). 
Thus, gaming has proved a mixed blessing for Native Nations in the lower 48. 
Native Nations in Alaska, aside from Metlakatla, do not have the option to establish 
casinos with Class III gaming, as Alaska bans gambling machines except for on Indian 
reservations. Below, political and economic adaptations are discussed in more depth. 
Despite the system of reservations which allows for Indian territory, in the lower 
48 states, many indigenous continue to struggle for sovereignty and land. Below, this 
section discusses several examples of tribes in the lower 48 and their paths of adaptation 
and governance. First explored is a small tribe in California that is demonstrating 
resilience after being terminated in the 1950s, followed by a tribe in Washington State 
successfully forging its way. Third, this section will discuss a large, wealthy tribe in 
California and the impact that wealth has had on tribal cohesion. Fourth, it discusses a 
tribe in Oklahoma that takes pride in their economic sovereignty. Fifth, it discusses a 
Native Nation in New Mexico that is modernizing even while sticking close to its cultural 
moorings. Sixth, this section concludes with an in-depth discussion of the Navajo Nation, 
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one of the largest and most powerful Native Nations in the United States. Finally, it 
discusses themes of conflict and cooperation with the state and federal government 
entities. 
 
Bear River Band of the Rohnerville Rancheria 
The Bear River Band of the Rohnerville Rancheria was terminated by Congress in 
1958 through the California Rancheria Act. Along with 15 other tribes in California, it 
sued the federal government and won the right to right to organize as a tribe once more in 
1983. While these Native Nations regained the right to apply for status, much was lost in 
the termination, including their lands. The Bear River Band has worked to reconstitute 
the tribe and regain land. Importantly, the Bear River Band is incorporating traditional 
elements into its governance system, such as a Wellness Court that uses wellness 
principles, focusing on dispute resolution rather than incarceration. In addition, they are 
developing a tribal public safety department to improve relations between the community 
and local police department (Interview with David Montoya February 2, 2018). 
Port Gamble S’Klallam Tribe 
The Port Gamble S’Klallam Tribe of Washington State has faced different 
challenges; while it did not suffer termination, it does not have any indigenous living on 
the reservation. Colonization resulted in the loss of an estimated 90% of the tribe, 
according to its website. The tribe obtained federal recognition and reservation land in the 
1930s. The tribe did not want to form its government institutions under the IRA because 
that would necessitate deeper involvement by the BIA. It was one of first 10 tribes to be 
self-governing; they sought self-governance to have more control over their political and 
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economic life (Interview with W. Ron Allen, August 9, 2017). On its website, the tribe 
asserts that the strong cultural traditions it has managed to continue through the centuries, 
which it attributes to communal ownership of reservation land, which “has helped to 
preserve essential social and cultural traditions.”  
The tribe created an Economic Development Authority to facilitate business on 
reservation territory. Currently, the tribe is one of the largest employers in its area. It has 
leveraged casino revenue to diversify its own economic activities, as well as to leverage 
federal, state, or non-profit resources. This has been a boon for infrastructure, community 
services, and cultural programs. Native Nation members provide funds for road repair on 
and off the reservation, fixing issues that the state cannot afford to. They have a strong 
educational support system including a scholarship program. Their health care includes 
an extensive elder program that enables them to assistant senior citizens who not live in 
the areas and provide up to $1,200 a year to reimburse medical expenses. An unusual 
aspect is the tribe’s government-to-government relationship with the state government is 
the accord they forged with the state, one of only a handful of tribes to do so. In 1989, 26 
Washington state tribes worked with the state to pass the State-Tribal Centennial 
Accords. This forms the basis of their relationship with the state and allows for yearly 
meetings with the governor and his or her cabinet (Interview with W. Ron Allen, August 
9, 2017). 
Pala Band of Mission Indians in California 
Likewise, the Pala Band of Mission Indians in California, a tribe that according to 
its website, has approximately 900 members, most of whom live on the reservation, have 
used their political and economic resources to empower their people. The tribe passed a 
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constitution that requires all land right of ways, powers access and annual budgets to 
approved by its members. In addition, it has leveraged casino funds and other business 
endeavors, such as a quarry, to produce opportunities for the tribe and local community. 
The Pala Band Mission of Indians has introduced not only its own tribal court system, but 
also an elder system of justice, where grievances can be addressed with community 
service. Moreover, the Pala Band of Mission Indians runs a charter school open to non-
natives and have started Native language programs in the elementary schools and online. 
Wyandotte Nation 
Native Nations in Oklahoma have their own unique circumstances—very few 
reservations exist, as land was broken up during the allotment era. The Wyandotte Nation 
has paved their own by forming corporations to handle economic development. The tribe 
owns three casinos and has enterprises in the food and entertainment industry. In an 
interview in June of 2018, Chief Friend explained that he feels the Bureau of Indians 
(BIA), which he refers to as “Bossing Indian Around” adds an unnecessary level of 
bureaucracy to the tasks that Native Nations can do themselves. The federal government 
has left a long string of broken treaties with the Wyandotte and has often failed to fulfill 
its trust responsibility. Likewise, the relationship with the state has been difficult; the 
state often throws unnecessary roadblocks in their path. For example, Governor Fallon of 
Oklahoma took away the advantage that Native Nations have in selling tobacco as soon 
as she came into office. It is only recently that state authorities have come to realize how 
valuable native nations are for the state. For example, the Wyandotte provide 
considerable revenue to the state through casinos and taxes; when the town could no 
longer afford a local police force, the tribe took this responsibility on. Another program 
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the Chief Friend is proud of is the internship program; every year, between 20-30 
students are not only trained in Wyandotte enterprises, showing them job opportunities 
they can return to after college, but are given an orientation to the Wyandotte culture, 
which includes traveling to important historic sites to learn about their ancestors. 
Through Wyandotte enterprises, the tribe has been able to provide health care funds for 
every member each year, scholarships for all who attend college, and funds toward 
masters’ degrees as well. The late Chief Bearskin aspired to provide healthcare to all 
Wyandotte members, not just those who live in the area and go to their clinic. This was 
achieved after Chief Bearskin’s death; according to the Wyandotte website, in 2013, 
members began receiving supplemental health funds, referred to as Benny. 
Acoma Pueblo 
The Acoma Pueblo Tribe of New Mexico was among the first to establish gaming 
facilities in the Southwest; its experience with gaming and the cultural preservation is 
discussed below. The tribe has approximately 5,100 members; about half of whom live 
on their territory which encompasses over 702 square miles, according to its website. 
Interviewing an Acoma Pueblo government official offered a glimpse at how they, and 
other tribes in New Mexico, preserve cultural heritage by ties to the land, their way of 
governing, their language and education, and taking measures to keep cultural practices 
private. These topics will be discussed in further detail below. Lt. Governor Concho 
explained that Acoma Pueblo, like many of the 19 Pueblos in New Mexico, resided on 
their original lands. In fact, the Acoma Pueblo is the “oldest continuously inhabited 
village in North America” (Interview with Lt. Governor Raymond Concho, April 18, 
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2018; Sky City Website). When the Spanish established colonies in the Americas, they 
used a land-grant system that was later adopted by Mexico and then recognized by the 
government of the United States when they assumed control of these lands. In addition, 
Acoma members were able to purchase back lands that had been taken away when they 
began to reap profits from their casino, which when it started was the only one in the 
area.  
The Acoma Pueblo form of government does not follow a Western model; the 
tribe declined to formulate a constitution modeled after US style constitutions. Instead, its 
government follows tradition in several ways. First, there are no elections; all government 
positions, including governor, lieutenant government, a 12-member tribal council, and 
sheriffs are appointed by caciques, the traditional tribal leaders. Second, women do not 
hold office. Appointments are generally a surprise to those appointed and many of the 
positions are for one-year terms. Sheriffs serve only one year but perform many 
traditional duties and maintain their normal employment, thus this position serves as an 
intensive learning experience. Third, Lt. Governor Concho notes that there is no 
separation between church and state in their government. Finally, all those in government 
participate in aspects of the community—one day. Lt. Gov. Concho might be sitting in an 
office, another performing a traditional duty, and still another he might be helping to dig 
an irrigation ditch. 
Language preservation has become increasingly important to the Acoma people; 
there are approximately 30 fluent speakers of Karis. They are working with a non-profit, 
The Language Conservancy (TLC), to develop an 11,000-word Karis electronic 
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dictionary; 3,000 words are already in place. They are developing workbooks for the 
school and a language app for everyone. Currently, the majority of the children leave the 
Acoma Pueblo to attend elementary school. While there are some Native language 
programs available in the nearby schools, such as the town of Grants, approximately 30 
minutes away, the government of Pueblo has taken the initiative to assume control the 
Bureau of Indian Education School on tribal territory. The Acoma people plan to reopen 
a new school in July 2018, which will include language immersion and a focus on science 
and technology. The tribe will control the school and its leaders are considering 
implementing a year-round format, with time off on traditional holidays. 
Traditions, ceremonies, and holidays are all essential parts of cultural dynamics 
and Lt. Gov. Concho explained that they take measures to protect them. For instance, 
while he explained that as a government official his responsibilities include traditional 
duties that are private and not discussed with the public. On certain cultural holidays, 
Acoma is closed to those who are not part of their Native Nation. On other days, such as 
their annual feast, the public is permitted but cell phones and cameras are not. The San 
Felipe Pueblo has more protections in place; it closes all business and the community 
completely for some holidays and does not generally allow visitors to sketch, make 
recordings, or take pictures on any day, not just holidays (New Mexico Tourism 
Department 2018). Thus, Acoma Pueblo and San Felipe take steps to not only maintain 
but protect traditions from the non-indigenous peoples. The Acoma Pueblo’s style of 
governance, falling outside of the model, is not unusual for the pueblos of New Mexico; 
most do not allow women to hold political positions (Gilbert and Muller 1999; 
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Prindeville 2004). These pueblos demonstrate that even while they are modernizing and 
running businesses such as casinos, hotels, and travel stops, they are closely guarding and 
nurturing their own traditional values. The Acoma demonstrate purposeful modernization 
and revitalization, they are digitizing their language as a way to revitalize and reinforce 
the survival of their language. They are seeking greater connectivity with the outside 
world as a way to allow people to stay in their territory and conduct businesses, such as 
selling pottery online throughout the world. 
The Navajo 
In relatively close proximity to Acoma Pueblo, the Navajo Nation is strikingly 
different, both in size and cultural adaptations. The Navajo is the largest tribe in the 
United States, with over 300,000 enrolled members and territory in Arizona, New 
Mexico, and Utah that stretches over 27,000 miles, approximately the size of West 
Virginia. Navajo members have also adapted their government, but in a way quite 
different than the Acoma, discussed in detail below. The Navajo Nation, like the Acoma 
Pueblo, is matrilineal, meaning that lineage is traced through the mother. They are fairly 
traditional when it comes to women’s roles. However, women do run for public office 
although they are a minority in these offices. 
The Navajo Nation, like the Pala Band Mission of Indians, has a tribal court 
system that it considers a cornerstone of cultural preservation (Interview with Delegate 
Crotty, April 17, 2018); however, this system was established after many decades of 
battles with the federal government. Historically, Navajo cultural norms were actively 
repressed historically by the military and federal government. The Navajo people were 
held at Bosque Redondo in the mid-1860s; there the US army divided them into villages 
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and set up a system of justice with the commander of Fort Sumner in the preeminent 
position of judge. In 1883, the Commission of Indian Affairs set up “Courts of Indian 
Offenses” that allowed Navajo judges, but only if they followed Western cultural norms 
and styles of dress (Yazzie 2003). Some traditional practices, such as polygamy, acting as 
or seeing a medicine man or woman, and even giving wedding gifts were classified as 
crimes. Nonetheless, the courts began to shift toward Navajo customs in the 1890s, with 
courts conducting proceedings in a manner more similar to tribal meetings. The Navajo 
Nation worked against federal attempts to exert greater control over the Navajo by 
creating its own court system, modeled after the state court system, essentially co-opting 
the dominant system as a way of warding off federal control. In the 1980s, the Navajo 
reintroduced Navajo methods and conceptions of justice, including “peacemaking” and 
the “Fundamental Laws of the Dine” (Yazzie 2003, para. 10). This system incorporates 
traditional values and has thrived: Navajo Nation Supreme Court Raymond Austin 
explains that the Navajo Nation has been on the forefront of the tribal legislative 
movement, establishing tribal laws and courts that reflect Navajo culture (Austin 2009). 
Other Navajo institutions are still in what some characterize as a transitional 
stage. Like the court system, the Navajo Nations’ executive and legislative branches have 
changed over time. The Navajo Nation was traditionally governed by family units, 
ranging in size from ten to forty families making decisions for their communities 
(Lemont 2001). In a parallel to Alaskan history, discovery of oil on Navajo territory 
spurred political change as a tribal government formed and negotiated with oil companies 
(Discovernavajo n.d.). The main institution of Navajo government was a tribal council, 
its regulations written by the BIA (Lemont 2001). While the Navajo Nation did not 
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organize under the IRA of 1934, it adopted a similar Western-style structure as those that 
did, with centralized power (Lemont 2001). In 1989, a corruption scandal and deadly riot 
spurred major changes. The council transformed into a three-branch system of 
government, following the Western model, with a popularly elected executive branch, 
court system, and the Navajo Nation Council as the Legislative branch under Title 2 of 
the Navajo Code (Lemont 2001). The Council was reduced from 88 members to 44 by 
the public. A commitment was made to reformulate a more responsive government in 
time, but as of 2018, the reformulation has not occurred, despite the establishment of the 
Office of Government Development devoted to this purpose (Interview with Delegate 
Amber Crotty, April 17, 2018, Lemont 2001). The current government leaves delegates 
representing distinct areas in clans in ways that do not follow Navajo traditions and 
cultural norms. 
Despite the incomplete nature of government reform in the Navajo Nation, the 
Nation has taken steps to creatively adapt governance, politically and economically 
(Interview with Delegate Amber Crotty, April 17, 2018). Some examples of the changes 
Navajo Nation seeks are self-governance, law enforcement, and carrying out a multiyear 
study on broadband on the Navajo Nation. The Navajo Nation Local Governance Act in 
1998 gave greater authority to the 110 chapter houses to carry out tasks of local 
government. Moreover, the Navajo Nation is currently seeking more authority over BIA 
fund, as the tribe’s leaders believe they can determine the best allocation. Delegate Crotty 
notes that there are many systems, such as health, that do not meet Navajo Nation needs. 
Another respondent explained that the medical institutions on the Navajo Nation have the 
capability to do little more than triage problems and refer them to facilities and specialists 
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off of the Navajo Nation territory (Interview with Anthony Peterman, April 16, 2018). 
When the Navajo seek to improve this system, federal agencies ask for fact-based 
evidence on which to base funding that often does not account for the Navajo perspective 
of healing, mental health, and wellness. Assuming greater responsibility for these 
services will better allow the Navajo to adapt them to their own cultural practices. A 
second issue is carrying out law enforcement on Navajo territory. The Navajo do not 
have the authority to prosecute federal crimes on their territory. Instead, they must rely on 
federal authorities. The Navajo have begun revisiting crimes and working with social 
services to look deeper into crimes that have unresolved questions, and in doing so have 
discovered that human trafficking is taking place on Navajo territory, a fact that the 
federal authorities overlooked. Digging deeper into these issues from the Navajo 
perspective allows them to gain a deeper understanding of existing issues and how to 
address them (Interview Delegate Amber Crotty, April 17, 2018). 
Delegates of the Navajo Nation have been lobbying for enhanced infrastructure to 
increase communications on Navajo territory, motivated by security and economics. 
Navajo Nation delegates lobbied on the state and national level for access to safety 
programs FirstNet (First Responder Network Authority) and for Indian territory to be part 
of the AMBER alert system. The FirstNet system, begun in 2012 in order to establish 
more efficient communications in the event of emergencies, requires that states opt in. 
For the Navajo Nation, this meant advocating for the governments of Arizona, New 
Mexico, and Utah to opt into the system in order to allow coverage of the Navajo Nation. 
While these three state governments have opted in, the next step is building the 
broadband capability throughout the Navajo Nation to allow for communications. 
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Similarly, delegates have been working with Congress to expand the AMBER alert 
system to tribal lands, excluded from the original legislation. This movement was 
successful in 2018, marked by the signing of the Ashlynne Mike AMBER Alert (115th 
Congress 2017-2018; Interviews with Delegate Kee Allen Begay Jr., November 16, 2017; 
Delegate Amber Crotty, April 17, 2018). Related to this initiative and the need for greater 
connectivity to enhance communications on Navajo territory, the Navajo 
Telecommunications Commission Navajo Nation Telecommunications Regulatory 
Commission (NNTRC) has undertaken a multiyear survey to assess the current state of 
communications on the territory and make recommendations for change. Tribal 
intervention is important in providing an accurate picture of the current state of the 
Information Technology; often cell phone carries will report that coverage is complete on 
Navajo Nation territory, but the NNTRC has been able to demonstrate to General 
Accounting Office investigators that coverage often ends with the highway, leaving much 
of Navajo Nation territory with little or no access to communications (Interview with M. 
Theresa Hopkins April 18, 2018). Another way that the Navajo are seeking to creatively 
adapt is through ethnotourism. Synthesizing definitions and descriptions from 
Ethnotourm.org, this term refers to travel in which tourist participate in the activities and 
culture of distinct tribal or ethnic communities (2016). Several interview respondents 
discussed the brain drain that takes place on Navajo territory and how 80 cents of every 
dollar leaves Navajo territory to be spent outside the reservation. To increase the capital 
that stays on Navajo land and provide jobs for Navajos, a program to train youth as tour 
guides is being considered. In addition, the Navajos are starting to offer adventure 
tourism that takes advantage of the lack of electricity and communications to allow 
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tourists to experiences views unobstructed by power lines, a chance to get away from 
electronic distractions and the opportunity to stay in traditional Navajo Hogan (Interview 
with Delegate Amber Crotty, April 17, 2018). An example of a Hogan offered on the Air 
BnB website show the appeal and how the lack of utilities is turned into an asset, rather 
than a deficit: 
The Hogan is a traditional Navajo dwelling. First and foremost a home, a 
traditional Navajo Hogan is also the center of Navajo ceremonial activity. It is 
considered sacred. A stay here is an experience. This experience will offer one an 
insight as to how the Navajo lived not terribly long ago. Please be respectful of 
this. NO ALCOHOL is allowed inside the Hogan. Nor smoking. It is a place of 
quiet positivity. A lovely place to rest and experience life, if for a brief while as 
the Navajo did. Again, it is an experience. An interaction with Navajo culture. A 
place of learning. It is not the Marriot. It is not a five star hotel. It is a five billion 
star in the sky hotel. (Hogan 2 Glamping on Navajoland) 
In this way, the Navajo people are seeking to strengthen their economy while also 
presenting guests with the opportunity to learn about Navajo culture. Thus, ethnotourism 
is a form of creative adaptation to the Western model of economic development. It takes 
the traditional model of Western tourism, which is can be seen in luxury resorts in exotic 
places often well-insulated from local culture and transforms it into a potentially mutually 
beneficial cultural exchange. As Delegate Crotty points out, it is a way for tourists to 
learn about the Navajo and find out they are not “the stoic peoples that live in teepees or 
whatever they have watched in movies” (Interview Delegate Amber Crotty April 17, 
2018). The wage economy comes at a cost, but this kind of economic development, while 
not without drawbacks, helps to revitalize lands; it is a win-win for local communities 
who might not be able to sustain a convenience store or other types of regular economic 
development. Delegate Crotty explains that people who come in on destination trips do 
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not want to see a convenience store, they want to see the vast openness of the plains. The 
result is that some people are choosing solar or a brown water system to sustain 
themselves without power lines to tarnish the view. 
The examples above show how Native Nations are forging their own paths, 
seeking to modernize in ways that often incorporate tribal values, providing information 
that sheds light on the first research question of this study “How do different 
circumstances of tribes in the United States affect their ability of to govern?” The 
circumstances that each Native Nation faces are shaped by the policies of the state and 
federal government, and each Native Nation’s relationship with these government 
entities. 
Leadership and gender 
Views on gender in the interviews ranged from clearly stated traditional views 
that women do not hold public office, instead of wielding power in the home, to the view 
that women have equal opportunity with men for leadership positions. Many of the tribes 
are matrilineal; however, this does not confer greater power to women, at least in terms 
of holding visible positions of power. For example, while Acoma are matrilineal, women 
own the property but are generally not appointed to office and do not perform traditional 
ceremonial duties (Interview with Lt. Governor Raymond Concho, April 18, 2018). The 
Navajo Nation, like Pueblo, is matrilineal and are fairly traditional when it comes to 
women’s roles. That is to say, many still believe that women rule the home, but do not 
need to be in public office. However, women do run successfully for tribal council, even 
though their numbers are few. Out of 24 delegates, in 2018, there is only one female, 
Delegate Amber Kanazbah Crotty. Another respondent noted, based on experiences with 
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several tribes, that Native Nations are matriarchal; women are in tribal leadership 
positions even if not in official government positions (Interview with Montoya February 
2, 2018).  
Mr. Montoya also explained that for some Native Nations he is familiar with, 
those who do not identify as strictly male or female are accepted. Brayboy (2017, para. 2) 
were explains that before colonization, multiple gender identifications, including “female, 
male, Two spirit female, Two Spirit male and transgendered” acknowledged and 
accepted by some Native Nations and some viewed them as having a special gift. The 
Europeans sought to end the acceptance of “Two Spirits,” but some Native Nations today 
continue to have their own terminology and a special place for those who do not conform 
to male/female gender roles (Brayboy 2017). 
Delegate Crotty recounted challenges for females attaining elected leadership 
positions but noted that elected leadership was accessible on the local level. One 
anonymous interviewee noted strong resistance, including harassment and threats, to her 
candidacy for an important leadership position. This respondent was the first woman in 
her position. She won the second election but was defeated in the third by a candidate 
who continually sought to remove her from office during her first term. She observed that 
there are relatively few female leaders but is hopeful that attitudes and obstacles are 
changing for aspiring leaders today (Anonymous interview, June 12, 2017). Dr. Rosita 
Worl, President of the SHI, explained in an interview (June 15, 2017) that many women 
are prominent in the leadership of Alaska Native corporations, such as the Ahtna 
Corporation. In 2007, women held the position of Chief Executive Officer (CEO) in five 
Alaska Native corporations (Horton 2007). However, Worl also explained that there is an 
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imbalance in leadership given that women tend to have twice as much college education 
as Native men. On the national level, Tara Mac Lean Sweeney was nominated by 
President Trump to be Assistant Secretary of Indian Affairs; she was confirmed in 2018; 
she is only the second woman to serve in this position and the first Alaska Native (Ruskin 
2018). 
Relationship with State and Federal government 
The section below explores the themes discussed in interviews related to these 
non-indigenous entities and discuss their relationship to the second research question, 
which asked, “How does the agency of tribal leaders, in addition to cultural adaptations 
of the tribe, affect the amount of conflict that ensues between tribes and non-tribal 
government entities?” Drawing on the interviews of this project indicate that conflict 
between Native Nation governments and non-indigenous US government entities is 
driven by two factors: first, state and federal policy, and two, relationships between the 
Native Nation representatives and state and federal government representatives. For 
example, one respondent noted that relationships with those in the permanent government 
positions tends to be productive, while those in elected positions tended to be more 
difficult. Whereas Obama held annual meetings with indigenous leaders, thus far 
President Trump has not (Interview with Richard Peterson February 23, 2018), which 
gives leaders of Native Nations fewer opportunities to establish needed personal 
connections. Key positions at the BIA have gone unfilled or only briefly occupied. Bryan 
Rice resigned after six months as head of the BIA. Gavin Clarkson had a similar tenure as 
Deputy Assistant Secretary for Policy and Economic Development. One respondent 
noted that the failure to fill many positions in the BIA under the Trump administration 
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makes accomplishing Native Nation goals more difficult. The absence of people in key 
positions and turnover in others causes in delays in items such as seeking to take fee 
simple lands and put them into trust Interview with President Peterson. Policies over the 
years have contributed to what one respondent characterized as a pendulum-relationship, 
as policies and relations swing back and forth over time and under different federal 
leadership (Interview with Delegate Amber Crotty April 17, 2018).  
A common refrain at the TIBC in July 2017 was “sovereignty needs to mean 
something.” So far, the meaning of sovereignty for Native Nations and their relationship 
with the federal government under the Trump administration is unclear. Gavin Clarkson 
lectured tribal delegates at the TIBC meeting on how privileges such as the subsistence 
rights considered essential by Native Nations, constitute special privileges and added that 
special considerations are racist. It is this very notion, that equality demands that Native 
Americans and Alaska Natives not be given hunting and fishing rights on their lands 
which some respondents raised concerns about discrimination regarding both subsistence 
rights and political recognition of tribes. (Interviews with Worl June 15, 2017; Razo July 
6–7, 2017). 
Likewise, state relationships are strengthened by communication. For instance, 
Governor Walker in Alaska formed a Governor’s Tribal Advisory Council “G-TAC” that 
allows for monthly meetings with tribal leaders. In 2017, the Governor’s office reached 
an agreement with 17 Native Nations in Alaska allowing them to begin the process of 
taking over child protection services. Such collaboration and transfer of duties to Native 
Nations foster better relations, and likely more efficient services (Cornell and Kalt 2003). 
This is similar to the experience of tribes in Washington State, with the aforementioned 
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State-Tribal Centennial Accords that call for a yearly meeting with the governor. The 
S’klallam Tribe also have a Memorandum of Understanding with the Sherriff’s office 
that allows for cross-deputization and enforcement of both community and tribal laws. 
Such integration reduces polarization thus conflict. 
Culture plays an important role in the relations between Native Nations and the 
state. One respondent noted that the federal government is finally starting to understand 
the need for cultural considerations, but much damage has been done in the meantime. 
An important area of conflict regards child welfare- different interpretations of caring for 
a child can lead to conflict and even removal of children. For example, one respondent 
noted that leaving a child with an auntie (this term can refer to a relative or family friend) 
can constitute neglect in the eyes of state and local authorities, whereas care by those not 
in the nuclear family is a perfectly normal in many cultures. The Indian Child Welfare 
Act, passed in 1978, is a milestone in relations between Native Nations and the state. The 
National Indian Child Welfare Association (NICWA) reports that between 25 and 35 
percent of indigenous children in the United States were being removed from their 
homes, with the vast majority placed in non-indigenous homes outside of the community, 
despite the presence of relatives that could care for these children. This act requires 
involvement of the tribe and family, and while it has improved the situation, the NICWA 
(2018) reports that indigenous children in the United States still have a much higher 
chance of being removed from their homes than Caucasian children. 
In Alaska, more than half of children in foster care are indigenous, while the 
indigenous make up less than 20% of Alaska’s children (Tiano 2018). President Peterson 
of the CCHITA in Alaska commented on the progress that has been made in this area in 
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Alaska- the Alaska Tribal Child Welfare Compact, put into force in 2017, gradually 
transfers much of responsibility for child welfare to 18 Native Nations in Alaska with the 
possibility of tribes eventually assuming control of all of the child welfare services. The 
compact states: 
Whereas, Tribes and Tribal Organizations have increasingly demonstrated their 
capacity and competence to make real differences in their families’ lives and 
improve outcomes. The experience in Alaska is that as Tribes acquire resources to 
more completely fulfill this authority, the number of Alaska Native children who 
become subject to OCS [Office of Child Services) investigations and custody actions 
diminishes. In addition, when Tribes and Tribal Organizations collaborate with or 
take on responsibilities for OCS, the outcomes improve. (Alaska Tribal Child 
Welfare Compact 2017, 2) 
 
This agreement is unprecedented in the United States; the vice president of the 
Alaska Federation of Natives noted that it will “change the trajectory of our future” 
(Borromeo quoted in Tiano 2018); in other words, this is a transformative agreement 
likely to lead to more such accords. The accord allows for working with both state social 
services and the federal government, through agreements with the Department of Health 
and Human Services to fund social services related to child welfare, such as adoption and 
foster homes. Such accords are essential in enabling Native Nations to follow their own 
cultural norms and practices, while increasing the likelihood that indigenous children can 
remain in their communities. It is precisely this type of agreement that reduces conflict 
between Native Nations and non-indigenous government entities. 
Conclusions 
This chapter, through a discussion of individual interviews, supplemented by 
archival research to expand upon and triangulate information gleaned from the 
interviews, presented examples of how states have creatively adapted their systems of 
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governance as well as how conflict with the state and federal government is exacerbated 
or mitigated. While the hypothesis that greater cultural adaptations in government lead to 
reduced conflict with non-indigenous government entities cannot be supported given the 
evidence, the interviews do lend credence to the Harvard precepts that sovereignty and 
culture matter while adding examples and showing how these concepts contribute to 
purposeful modernization and creative adaptation. More specifically, when Native 
Nations work with state and federal governments and take charge of their own services, 
they create their own institutions and can better manage issues and problems that arise in 
culturally appropriate ways. The examples discussed here in Alaska and the lower 48 
states do not show a dominant pattern of governance or agency based on the influence of 
corporations, reservations, or gaming; instead they shed light on the unique experience of 
each Native Nation, their paths shaped by historical policies, but also by their own 
agency and innovations as they have survived and adapted over time. The interviews 
provided some insights into gender dynamics tribal leadership; they are far from 
definitive but demonstrate the cultural inhibitions and ongoing challenges that women 
seeking leadership face. 
Themes in the interviews and in speeches at the TIBC meeting included the 
importance of culture in governance, concerns about racism, sovereignty, the trust 
responsibility, government-to-government relationships and economic power as a tool for 
cultural perseveration and political weight, as well as creative adaptations. The themes 
are interrelated, and all play a role in governance.  
Several interviewees mentioned the struggle to transform a governance system 
initially modeled after the US federal government with one that is more culturally 
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appropriate. Acoma Pueblo was unique among interviewees (though not unique among 
tribes) in having a system that adheres closely to their cultural values and does not 
attempt to be democratic in the sense of holding elections. Others, such as leaders of the 
Navajo and Blackfeet Nation discussed that their governments are still works in progress, 
seeking the best and most culturally appropriate systems. While President Peterson of the 
CCTHITA of Alaska averred that their government was undoubtedly a Western model, 
he felt they had been able to adapt it to style beneficial to the Alaska Natives in 
southeastern Alaska. Some tribal councils, such as the Chickaloon of Alaska, have 
elections but have an increasing number of tribal adaptations, such as allowing elected 
members to serve for life, instituting tribal mechanism for dispute resolution and having 
input into state trials of tribal members. 
Interestingly, racism was a term that came up both from representatives of Native 
Nations and from a government representative, but with diametrically opposed meanings. 
The government official used racism as a way to say that no one should be treated 
differently or given “special rights” which would mean the loss of much of what Native 
Nations ask for, such as having lands set aside in trust, a trust responsibility from the 
federal government to ensure that social services are provided in accordance with years 
of historical treaties and that the indigenous in the rights have access to the traditional 
lands for subsistence rights, which at times does mean excluding those who do not have 
historical connections to the land or Native Nations. For example, Native Nations fishing 
or hunting on traditional lands in Alaska will sometimes ask that tourists are limited or 
excluded. This means that not everyone has equal rights but respecting these subsistence 
rights are an essential part of both traditional culture and economic livelihood. Taking 
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such rights away could mean an end to a way of making a living from the earth, forcing 
the indigenous into urban centers. The effects can be devastating; Alaska Native 
comprise the highest portion of homeless by far in Alaska at 45% of the homeless 
population, many of these in urban centers, separated from their tribe (Armstrong and 
Chamard 2014; O’Malley 2016). A survey conducted in 2017 reported that 75% of those 
surveyed9 reported discrimination against indigenous peoples in the United States; of 
those, 39% asserted that discrimination emanated from laws or political policies (Harvard 
T.H. Chan School of Public Health 2017).  
Another important and unexpected theme that emerged from the interviews is that 
of economic power and sovereignty apart from gaming. While gaming has undoubtedly 
given Native Nations increased economic and political power, a more subtle and less 
studied force is that of Native Nation leaders as entrepreneurs and chief financial officers 
of their economic resources. Native Nation leaders discussed their economic endeavors, 
forming corporations in dispersed geographic areas. For example, while it is known that 
there are some very successful Native Nation Corporations in Alaska, less is heard about 
corporate ventures by Native Nations that are not related Alaska Native corporations set 
up by ANCSA. Tribes such as the Tlingit-Haida have formed corporations and become 
players in government funding contracts throughout the United States. In Metlakatla, they 
are proud of their thriving salmon hatchery, which underwent a substantial expansion in 
2017, allowing for an increase in production and salaries. Likewise, tribes in the lower 
48, such as the Navajo, Acoma Pueblo, and the Wyandotte, have their own enterprises, 
                                                 
9 The report surveyed 3, 453 adults that were at least 18 years of age with a “nationally representative 




some related to casinos but many that are not, investing in tourist infrastructure, including 
travel stops and hotels. Funds from these endeavors give these Native Nations a new 
voice they had not had before; what is sometimes lacking in voting power can be made of 
for with economic force. Not only that, but several of the tribes interviewed reported 
providing resources to the local community, which can foster both integration and mutual 
respect. 
A prominent theme among the interviews, and one specifically pursued by the 
researcher, was that of adaptation and achievement. Interviewees’ thoughts on 
achievements span a wide range that give insight into the lives of Native Nations. Many 
Native Nation leaders discussed language revitalization and the programs they were 
putting in place, as well as the learning apps in development to build and reinforce 
language skills. In addition, the ability of several of the tribes to provide scholarships to 
fund higher education, the construction of clinics and provision of medical services both 
for the Native Nation and community, the building of infrastructure for the Native Nation 
and community. Interviewees took pride in their leadership and what they had helped 
achieve with the Native Nations. A long-serving leader of the Blackfeet Nation was one 
of youngest leaders elected. In a phone interview in October of 2017, he explained that 
simply surviving and being here in the face of efforts of the dominant society to repress, 
in addition to internal conflicts, makes continuing to exist as a nation a profound 
achievement.  
Native Nation leaders are proud of their longevity and what they are offering their 
youth. The Acoma Pueblo takes pride in the fact not only in their longevity as a tribe on 
much of their original land, but also been able to leverage economic resources to 
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purchase lands that have been lost over time (Interview with Lt. Gov. Raymond Concho, 
April 18, 2018). The CCHITA has had economic and political success, economically 
through the THTBC, which has allowed for cultural and language revitalization projects, 
and politically through inclusion in Alaska’s G-TAC advisory council. The recognition of 
the sovereignty of tribes in Alaska and the passage of the Alaska Tribal Child Welfare 
Compact of 2017 are important milestones for Native Nations in solidifying government-
to-government relationships and taking control of the services most important to them. 
In sum, the interviews conducted for this project revealed multi-faceted 
challenges regarding Native Nation governance. They also revealed the many different 
ways Native Nations are adapting and confronting those challenges, reforming and 
creating institutions to govern in  more culturally nuanced ways and offer Native Nation 
members opportunities. Native Nation leaders stress the importance of sovereignty, but 
also the importance of working together with other leaders and communities’ members 





CHAPTER VII – ANALYSIS 
This chapter will synthesize the central findings of the survey and interview 
chapters. Both the surveys and interviews addressed similar topics, but in different ways, 
as interviews naturally lend themselves to a more free-flowing discussion. Below, the 
chapter will discuss the areas of convergence from the interviews and survey results as 
follows: agency; the relationship between Native Nations and the states and federal 
government; gender, ANCSA; gaming; challenges; and achievements. The chapter then 
discusses relevant theories before concluding. The analysis will incorporate the Harvard 
precepts, along with the idea of purposeful modernization and creative adaptation 
(Hosmer 1999; Hosmer and Nesper 2013).  
Agency 
This research project sought to discover how Native Nation leaders assess their 
own agency through a variety of questions. Agency can be defined as the power to act to 
better one’s situation (Welzel and Inglehart 2010, 44). As Welzel and Inglehart explain, 
“Greater agency involves higher adaptability because for individuals as well as societies, 
agency mean the power to act purposely to their advantage.” Agency is related to the 
Harvard precept leadership and to effective governance; this study sought to discern 
Native Nation leaders’ perceptions of their agency, as this assessment is indicative of the 
constraints they feel due to various circumstances. Agency is also related to sovereignty; 
Anderson and Parker proclaim that “the sovereign power of tribes…allows tribes to act 
opportunistically,” (2008, 641) taking advantage of opportunities that allow for the 
betterment of the tribe. The survey addressed the question of agency by asking 
respondents to rate their ability to affect change in specific areas. Below, the results from 
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the surveys and interviews regarding agency in terms of education and native language 
are discussed. 
As noted in the chapter on survey results, there were not enough responses to 
provide a generalizable picture of Native Nation leaders’ feelings about their agency. The 
results regarding their ability to influence the quality of school varied quite a bit on the 
Alaska survey; out of 11 respondents, only one felt no ability to influence the quality of 
school at the preschool, primary, middle, and high school levels. The answer chosen most 
often was a little ability to affect change, while moderate ability and considerable ability 
were chosen more often for all of the other categories. On the lower 48 survey, 
respondents felt more ability to influence change in education on the primary level, which 
could be due to having Bureau of Indian Education (BIE) schools on the reservation in 
which the community participates teaches. 
Education for the indigenous in the United States is tarnished by a history of 
seeking cultural assimilation through schools, many of which were boarding schools. In 
1976, two students sued the state of Alaska for not offering high school educational 
opportunities to Alaska Natives in their area. Many had to fly thousands of miles to 
different locations and attend boarding school (Hensley 2009); students sometimes 
stayed with families where they performed household services for the duration of their 
time at boarding school (US National Library of Medicine, n.d.). The state of Alaska 
settled the case with the Tobeluk Consent decree, agreeing to provide high schools in 
126 villages (Tobeluk v. Lind 589 P.2d 873 (1979)). Since that time, Native Nation 
leaders have sought to improve the quantity and quality of schools available to Alaska 
Natives (Hensley 2009). One way to do this is for Native Nations to establish their own 
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schools. In Alaska, a leader of the Chickaloon tribe reported that his tribe was proud of 
the tribal school they had established that offers education from kindergarten all the way 
through high school both for indigenous children and non-indigenous community 
members. Nonetheless, it is a struggle to maintain the school because of economic 
constraints. Teachers get three years of funding from the federal government with the 
understanding that the tribe will pay the fourth year, which is not always easy, especially 
because tribes do not have the ability to tax like state and local governments do. Thus, it 
is challenging to attract and retain a student population when there is the possibility that 
the school might close each year (Interview with Rick Harrison, July 27, 2017). In the 
Acoma Pueblo, has worked to take over the administration of a school formerly by the 
BIE. If successful, this will be a huge accomplishment for the Pueblo—they hope that 
more families will opt to send their children to the school on the Acoma Pueblo territory 
rather than sending them to schools in other towns and even to boarding schools. A news 
release reports “the Pueblo of Acoma will take full control of its elementary school from 
the BIE on July 1, transforming the school into a student-centered facility focused on 
tribal language and culture” (ICT 2018). The Pueblo changed the name of the school 
from Sky City Community School to Haak’u Community Academy and transformed the 
curriculum to focus on both culture and STEM (science, technology, engineering, and 
math). These examples are instances where the Native Nations have taken the initiative 
to create culturally appropriate and more academically diverse schools for their children. 
The Acoma Pueblo is not alone in this transformation; four other Pueblos in New 
Mexico have undertaken similar takeovers (ICT 2018; Interview Lt. Gov. Raymond 
Concho, April 18, 2018). While the results are unknown due to the financial difficulties 
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of one and the newness of the other, these are nonetheless useful representations of 
Native Nation agency in the field of education. 
Respondents to both surveys and interviews were positive about their ability to 
influence Native language programs, and often excited about initiatives they were 
developing to strengthen learning Native languages. Between the two surveys, only one 
respondent felt no ability to influence Native language programs. Respondents in the 
lower 48 states rated their agency more highly than Alaska respondents, but most of the 
24 respondents felt some ability to influence these programs. One respondent in the 
Lower 48 selected “There are no Native Language programs available in my tribe’s 
language”; five selected that response on the Alaska survey. One survey respondent noted 
in a comment that their existing language program is limited but that a strategy for 
improvement is underway. Another respondent explained, “We are currently 
implementing a curriculum that includes language, food and plant recognition.” A 
respondent who reported no language programs explained that “We would need to obtain 
a Language Preservation Grant and the tribe would host local classes/trainings among our 
men, women, elders and children.” Interviewees discussed several programs, including 
integrating language immersion into the schools, cultural summer camps in southeastern 
Alaska, assembling electronic dictionaries of languages (Acoma Pueblo and the 
Wyandotte Nation), developing language learning apps for smartphones and other 
devices and having virtual language classes using Google Hangouts to bring dispersed 
populations together. According to Chief Friend and the Wyandotte Nation website, the 
Wyandotte Nation, as of 2018, has no fluent native speakers, but was fortunate that in the 
early 1900s an ethnologist recorded its members speaking and singing. They are able to 
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draw on these recordings in order to develop their dictionary and language app. Such 
initiatives are expressions of agency and are also in keeping with the Harvard precept of 
cultural fit in governance- leaders are striving to revitalize culture and language, 
affording Native Nation members opportunities to strengthen cultural ties. 
Relationships with non-indigenous government entities 
Survey and interview questions sought to evaluate the level of trust between 
Native Nations and non-indigenous government identities and factors that mitigate 
conflict between them. The hypothesis that Native Nations with more cultural adaptations 
would have less conflict with non-indigenous government entities could not be supported 
or refuted with the evidence gathered. Nonetheless, the surveys and interviews did shed 
light on the dynamics of the Native Nation and US government relations. 
A total of 21 people responded to the question about trust in the state and federal 
government on both surveys. The numbers, while not generalizable, indicate a low level 
of trust in both state and federal government, with the average score (51 for Alaska and 
48 in the lower 48 out of 100, with 50 being neutral) for trust in federal government 
higher than in state government (32 for Alaska and 42 in the lower 48; also out of 100, 
with 50 being neutral). A slightly higher level of trust in the federal government than the 
state government could be attributed to many factors, including a closer relationship with 
the federal government historically, friction with the state over gaming in the lower 48 
and over subsistence policies in Alaska. Nonetheless, trust was not high for either the 
state or federal government. Chief Friend noted the federal government has left a long 
trail of broken treaties. Many interviewees commented on the need for the federal 
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government to uphold its trust responsibility, a concern that came up often at the July 
2017 TIBC meeting. 
Survey questions about whether state and federal officials include Native Nation 
leaders when making decisions on matters affecting them showed a mix of opinions, with 
few indicating that consultations took place consistently (often) and one pointing out in a 
comment that while consultations might take place, they do not translate directly into 
results. Comments in interviews pointed to both conflict and cooperation with state and 
federal officials. For instance, one person noted in a telephone interview that officials are 
often well-intentioned, but missteps occur because of a lack of knowledge about Native 
Nations (Interview with David Montoya, February 2, 2018). Another pointed out that 
productive relationships can be formed with career politicians, but that problems often 
arise with political appointees and newly elected officials. For example in a phone 
interview in June of 2018, Chief Friend lamented that as soon as she assumed office, 
Governor Fallon eliminated a tobacco tax that the tribe relied upon as a source of 
funding. 
Gaming has introduced new dynamics in the relationship between Native Nations 
and states (Corntassel and Witner 2008; Hansen and Skopek 2011). States demand 
exclusivity fees from Native Nations to allow their casinos to have certain kinds of 
gambling not allowed in other parts of the state. The amounts paid to the state are 
negotiated through compacts, which can be very contentious. Ackerman and Bunch 
(2012, 69) assert that “If the IGRA were to be amended to require all gaming compacts to 
be between the United States Department of the Interior and the tribes, then tribal 
sovereignty would be truly respected, and states would be effectively removed from the 
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process.” One leader expressed the sentiment that Native Nations should primarily 
negotiate with the federal government on a government-to-government basis (Interview 
with Kee Allen Begay Jr., November 16, 2017). 
Gaming has introduced new dynamics in the relationship between Native Nations 
and states (Corntassel and Witner 2008; Hansen and Skopek 2011). States demand 
exclusivity fees from Native Nations to allow their casinos to have certain kinds of 
gambling not allowed in other parts of the state. The amounts paid to the state are 
negotiated through compacts, which can be very contentious. Ackerman and Bunch 
(2012, 69) assert that “If the IGRA were to be amended to require all gaming compacts to 
be between the United States Department of the Interior and the tribes, then tribal 
sovereignty would be truly respected, and states would be effectively removed from the 
process.” One leader expressed the sentiment that Native Nations should primarily 
negotiate with the federal government on a government-to-government basis (Interview 
with Kee Allen Begay Jr., November 16, 2017). 
Gender 
The results of both surveys and interviews revealed a large gap in perceptions 
among respondents, with some feeling that there were no inequities or problems and 
others reporting persistent barriers. Four respondents replied “no” they do not feel that 
female leaders face greater obstacles as tribal leaders than males; five responded yes, and 
two did not say yes or no, but gave open-ended responses, both indicating that women 
cannot hold official positions in the tribal government. As noted in the chapter discussing 
survey results, the survey question could have been formulated to capture challenges 
women face in obtaining leadership positions, rather than just addressing obstacles facing 
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those already in power. In addition, the question regarding gender was unintentionally 
omitted from the survey sent to Alaskan leaders but was discussed in almost all 
interviews. The comments from several survey takers indicate cultural and societal 
inhibitions for female leaders. 
Thus, cultural inhibitions range from a complete prohibition of women in official 
offices, such as exists among many of the Pueblos in New Mexico, to  more subtle 
obstacles that some explained in the surveys and interviews. Many noted that the 
leadership roles women take on tend to be behind the scenes or in community roles rather 
than official positions on the local or regional level. In discussing this issue with a 
prominent female leader in Alaska, Dr. Worl, who is president of the Alaska Heritage 
Foundation and has also been on the board of directors for the Sealaska Corporation, she 
pointed out that there are many women in leadership positions in Alaska Native 
corporations, both village and regional, although there is a still an imbalance between 
men and women, especially given that women tend to have a higher level of education 
(Interview with Dr. Rosita Worl, June 15, 2017). The corporate structure, separate from 
indigenous traditions, seems to afford women more opportunities for leadership on a 
competitive basis. A leader of the Arctic Slope Regional Corporation, Tara MacLean 
Sweeney, was confirmed in 2018 as the Assistant Secretary for Indian Affairs. Her 
appointment is a milestone both for women and Alaska Natives but may have little to no 
impact on women’s leadership of Native Nations. 
Women who fall outside of the Alaska Native Corporation structure still struggle 
to obtain official leadership positions of Native Nations. Female leaders note that much 
of this seemingly traditional mindset actually stems from colonization rather than cultural 
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norms inherent to the Native Nations. As the indigenous were encouraged and often 
required to attend Western schools, Western norms were imparted. In addition, tribal 
governments modeled after Western governments tended to reflect the gender bias in 
favor of men that has been present historically in Western governments (Young n.d.; 
Smithsonian NMAI 2016). One anonymous interviewee reported intimidation by those 
who did not feel she was ready for office. Male leaders in the same community, by 
contrast, reported that there were no issues with gender and leadership. The growth in 
tribal corporations throughout the United States may offer increased possibilities for 
leadership, just as has occurred in Alaska Native corporations. In an interview in June of 
2018, Chief Friend noted that while there has never been a female chief of the Wyandotte 
Nation, women have always held leadership positions of various kinds. Three of the six 
members of the board of directors for the Wyandotte Nation are female, as well as the 
CEO of economic development for the tribal corporation. 
ANCSA 
The establishment of Alaska Native corporations, both for-profit and non-profit, is 
a form of modernization, in some ways purposeful, in others not, in that the legislation 
creating it was passed by Congress and not subject to a referendum. While ANCSA 
sought to avoid some of the problems associated with reservations and thus was a 
conscious effort to move forward while avoiding the problems associated with 
reservations, it has been a mixed blessing for Native Nations in Alaska. The economic 




While it is difficult to generalize due to diversity of Alaska Native peoples, who 
are as varied as Europeans in many important respects, it is obvious that cultural 
values long embedded in every facet of Native life have been strongly affected by 
the new corporate reality and the expectations it has created among shareholders. 
Due to the power and intrusiveness of these forces, social problems among Alaska 
Natives have been exacerbated. The alarmingly high rates of Native suicide 
(approximately three times higher than for non-Native Alaskans) attest to the 
increasing severity of tensions. Frustration borne out of estrangement, and the 
erosion of social patterns that once bonded Natives into cohesive units often leads 
to alienation, crime, and acts of violence and self-destruction. (1986, 222) 
 
Blatchford asserts that 
 
an unintended consequence of the superimposition of the western corporate model 
governance over the Alaska Natives and their communities has created suspicion 
and distrust among those families and communities. This occurred primarily 
because of the failure to include the system of traditional Alaska Native ways of 
governing and formal establishment of common ownership rights. (2013, 88-99) 
 
Some survey and interview respondents echoed these concerns regarding the lack of land 
for Native Nations in Alaska and their feelings that the corporations do not adequately 
consider community needs. As noted in the chapter presenting the survey results, some 
survey responses noted the inequity of ANCSA and complained of corporate greed. Rick 
Harrison, a representative of the Chickaloon Nation stated, “It has been 46 years since 
ANCSA [was passed] and its [economic benefits] just started to happen for a lot of 
tribes” (Interview with Rick Harrison, July 27, 2017). 
Nonetheless, others gave specific examples of corporations adapting to tribal 
values and supporting culture. Thus, while many corporate actions, such as the 
exploitation of land to sell oil or timber for profit, are not in keeping with tribal values, 
corporate actions do support tribal values in several ways. First, when the corporations 
assess that the exploitation of land, such as the development of the Pebble Mine in Bristol 
way, will fundamentally harm indigenous ways of life, they have used their influence to 
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oppose it (Worl 2017). Second, both for-profit and non-profit Alaska Native corporations 
support a multitude of cultural activities, including festivals, classes teaching indigenous 
arts and craft skills, culturally focused camps for kids, sporting events for all ages and 
language programs (Worl 2017; Razo 2017; Sealaska Heritage website). Finally, some 
corporations actively seek the advice and guidance of shareholders in order to adhere 
more closely to cultural values. The NANA10 Regional Corporation, located in 
northwestern Alaska, has adapted the corporation to fit Native culture by including a 
Spirit Committee- the committee is made up of Eskimo elders. They are charged with 
helping to shape culturally appropriate corporate policy. Stockholder meetings are held in 
different villages to increase shareholder participation and feedback (Anders and Anders 
1986). 
Interviews in Metlakatla revealed an interesting perspective about ANCSA 
because Metlakatla is part of Alaska and yet not part of ANCSA. The fact that 
Metlakatlans decided not to be part of the ANCSA is an example of adaptation and 
cultural pride. Metlakatlans, without ANCSA funds, developed and nourished their own 
island industries and feel they have more control over their destiny. While some in the 
lower 48 feel constrained by the BIA, interviewees in Metlakatla indicated they have a 
strong relationship with the BIA agent, who resides on the island reserve. Thus, their 
situation is clearly unique but nonetheless deserves highlighting because of the way they 
have adapted their system and developed in their own way. 
                                                 
10 despite appearances, NANA is not an acronym. 
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The surveys and interviews, while not generalizable, showed a mix of responses 
from very positive feelings about ANCSA to very negative. The effect of ANCSA has 
been very different depending on which Alaska Native corporation respondents are 
associated with and whether or not they are shareholders. Some of the Alaska Native 
corporations are very successful and their shareholders reap the dividends; others are less 
successful, and their shareholders see few dividends and feel the absence of Native 
Nation land more keenly. There is also bound to be resentment from those born after 
1971 who are not eligible to be shareholders. They might live in an area with a very 
successful corporation and yet have little or no benefit from it.  
In sum, Alaska Native corporations reflect creative adaptation and purposeful 
modernization in the way that land claims were settled; this unique system has allowed 
for economic diversification, as well as afforded women leadership opportunities. 
Considering the Harvard precept of cultural match, there is not a clear answer as to 
whether Alaska Native corporations allow for cultural match in governance. In some 
ways, the corporations clearly promote and protect culture, as in the case of the many 
programs sponsored by the non-profit cultural branches of the corporations; in other 
cases, the profit-making drive and incentive to exploit the land are often incompatible 
with indigenous values (Blatchford 2013; Huhndorf and Huhndorf 2011). In many ways, 
corporations have exacerbated issues with the land as many Native Nations in Alaska do 
not have a land base and subsistence rights are highly contested in Alaska. As discussed 
in previous chapters, sovereignty has been an ongoing struggle in Alaska; ANCSA has 
complicated this issue by causing confusion over the very existence of tribes. According 
to some interviewees, both leadership and institutions have been challenged by not 
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having a land base and having to compete in some ways with the corporations. Thus, 
while ANCSA created corporations that are clearly tools of creative adaptation and 
modernization, at the same time they created challenges for Native Nation governance in 
Alaska. 
Gaming 
Gaming is an element of modernization for many tribes in the lower 48. 
According to the National Gaming Association, 242 Native Nations operate some kind of 
regulated gaming facility. In 2017, revenues are estimated at $32.4 billion from the 494 
gaming operations (National Gaming Association). This study explored Native Nation 
leaders’ perceptions of gaming and its effects on the community. The information from 
the surveys and interviews revealed that many Native Nation leaders view gaming in a 
positive light. On the lower 48 survey, 12 respondents answered three different questions 
about casinos; none indicated negative effects or perceptions of casinos, indicating either 
no impact from gaming or a positive impact both on the individual and community level. 
For respondents to both surveys and interviews, gaming is considered compatible with 
indigenous culture and for some Native Nations, it provides fuel to fund economic 
endeavors, cultural revitalization programs as well as public services. It is seen as 
sovereign right; where gaming is allowed, the decision to implement it is up to the Native 
Nation. On the other hand, interviewees do acknowledge that gaming does exacerbate 
social problems; a rise in crime and substance abuse is associated with the presence of 
casinos. Moreover, for some, like the Navajo, who had a late entry into gaming and 
borrowed funds from social service pots in order to build the casino, the benefits may not 
seem to be worth the costs. Profits are small while loans are being repaid and the Navajo 
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have built not only the casino infrastructure but accompanying public services, such as 
the Fire Station built adjacent to the Twin Arrows Resort in 2016 to house police, fire and 
first responder personnel (Interview with Kee Allen Begay Jr., November 16, 2017). For 
casinos in more remote areas, some leaders worry that money is merely recycled on 
reservation instead of bringing in capital from outside the reservation- this is a concern 
for many remote areas some of the casinos in Arizona and Montana, as well as the small 
casino on Annette Islands Reserve (Interviews with Delegate Kee Allen Begay Jr., 
November 16, 2017, Delegate Amber Crotty, April 17, 2018; Joe McKay October 18, 
2017; Anthony Peterman, April 16, 2018). 
Gaming, whatever its drawbacks, is a tool of purposeful modernization. The funds 
it generates have given Native Nations more economic and political influence in the 
United States. It also facilitates creative adaptation, allowing for funding of cultural 
programs that would not otherwise be possible. Negotiating gaming compacts using 
profits for other economic endeavors and public services is part of governance that is in 
keeping with the Harvard precepts of leadership, cultural fit, sovereignty, and institutions. 
The decision to move forward with gaming, negotiations with state government, and how 
gaming is implemented are all elements of leadership.  
Gaming is in keeping with indigenous culture. Establishing casinos is seen as a 
sovereign right; the ability to do so is negotiated with state governments as part of the 
government-to-government relationship between states and Native Nations. Part of this 
management is diversification; the Wyandotte Nation uses casino funds to diversify their 
economic activities. The Acoma Pueblo has had to adapt and diversify as competition 




When asked about the greatest challenges, respondents to both surveys and 
interview brought up: substance abuse, funding shortages, and housing. As noted in the 
chapter on survey results, four out of 10 respondents to the Alaska survey to this question 
identified substance abuse of the Native Nation’s greatest challenge, describing opiate 
addiction and the lack of sufficient treatment centers in compelling terms. Interview 
respondents in the lower 48 states explained that substance abuse is sometimes 
exacerbated by casinos. For instance, on Navajo territory alcohol is not legal except in 
casinos, providing an opportunity for bootlegging (Interview with Delegate Kee Allen 
Begay Jr.). In addition, substance abuse also occurs in the vicinity of casinos. Finally, 
predators often know when dividends are distributed and will choose that time to push 
illegal substances (Interviews with Delegate Amber Crotty April 17, 2018; David 
Montoya, February 2, 2018 and Joe McKay, October 18, 2017).  
Several survey and interview respondents discussed being short staffed for 
programs in their community, at times due to lack of funds and resources respondents 
viewed as owed by the federal government due to the trust responsibility. For example, in 
Metlakatla, they turned certain forestry services back over to the government because 
they did not have the staff to adequately cover positions. The state government of Alaska 
is able to devote fewer funds to infrastructure than it has in the past due to lower oil 
prices (Interviews with Hudson and Fawcett 2017).  
Land and housing are persistent problems identified in both surveys and 
interviews. Building housing has been complicated both by bureaucratic policies on the 
federal level which make funds hard to access without layers of paperwork and by 
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reluctance by some to give up grazing rights and grant access to land to allow 
construction. Native Nations seek to put additional lands into trust (Interviews with W. 
Ron Allen, August 9, 2017, Chairman Robert Smith, July 26, 2017; Anthony Peterman, 
April 16, 2018), but once in trust, the process of using lands for housing and business is 
often complicated by the rules surrounding Indian Country (Interviews with Delegate 
Kee Allen Begay Jr., November 16, 2017; Lt. Gov. Raymond Concho, April 18, 2018). 
Achievements 
The achievements reported by Native Nations reflect creative adaptation and 
purposeful modernization. This section will discuss achievement related to sovereignty, 
culture, and self-governance. Sovereignty has meaning for each Native Nation, and its 
meaning comes through in different ways. 
In Metlakatla, interviewees reported pride in their past and present, forging a 
different path than many Native Nations. Their ancestors made two choices that were off 
the beaten path; first, in the late 1800s they moved from British Columbia to Annette 
Island in Alaska, and second, in the 1970s, they opted out of ANCSA. Interviewees in 
Metlakatla (four leaders were interviewed for this project) felt that remaining a reserve 
outside of ANCSA has allowed them to better determine their own destiny and control 
their resources. Gavin Hudson, a member of the Executive Council in 2017, explained his 
gratitude that their ancestors chose not to take the money offered in ANCSA, instead 
choosing “to keep our water and land.” He quoted his great-grandfather Thomas 
Hanberry: “we are not wealth in terms of money, the only thing we have to hand down to 
children and grandchildren are the rights as Natives, the right to sovereignty. Sovereignty 
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is the only real thing to pass down…there is no price tag on deciding for ourselves how 
we are going to set up our own society” (quoted by Gavin Hudson, Interview 2017). 
For the Navajo Nation, sovereignty is expressed in many ways, including a robust 
tribal court system and several initiatives related to public safety. FirstNet, a system 
facilitating communications for emergency responders, has been accepted by the states 
where the Navajo Nation is located, a goal long sought by delegates such as Kee Allen 
Begay. The challenge now is to ensure that the infrastructure is in place to support 
enhanced communication infrastructure. Delegates such as Amber Crotty successfully 
pushed for an extension of the AMBER alert system to Indian Country, which had 
originally been excluded from the nationwide system- this extension was signed into law 
by President Trump in 2018. For these delegates, sovereignty means taking part in 
negotiations with the state and federal government on a government-to-government basis. 
Representatives of Native Nations in Alaska meet regularly with the governor’s 
office to work on policy. For seventeen Alaskan tribes, a 2017 agreement allowing the 
tribes greater control over child welfare represents a milestone for sovereignty and self-
governance. Likewise, the Port Gamble S’Klallam Tribe’s memorandum of 
understanding with the state of Washington (State-Tribal Centennial Accords) allows a 
productive outlet for solving problems and accomplishing goals of interest to the Native 
Nations and states. Chairman Allen explained that the tribe he represents was one of the 
first to be self-governing. They did not want the BIA to have control of tribal affairs. 
Many respondents pointed to economic accomplishments that have built the 
economic sovereignty of the tribe. President Peterson of the CCTHITA explained the 
importance of the Native Nation having their own economic resources, perhaps 
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particularly important in for landless tribes. The CCTHITA, the Wyandotte Nation and 
the Port S’kellam are all Native Nations that lack the land base of a reservation but have 
established successful tribal corporations. O’Neill points out that “American Indian have 
crafted alternative pathway of economic development that transcend linear analytical 
categories” (Hosmer and O’Neill 2004, 3), forming important pathways in governance. 
Related to economic sovereignty are the public services and cultural programs Native 
Nations provide. Respondents to both survey and interview questions recounted 
establishing medical centers and language immersion programs, and through the 
establishment of tribal courts, peace officer programs and tribal police forces. 
Along with survival, self-governance and cultural revitalization were themes that 
emerged when respondents discussed their Native Nation’s accomplishments. As noted in 
the chapter on survey results, many respondents mentioned language and cultural 
programs of some kind. Chief Friend of the Wyandotte Nation explained the cultural 
internship that teaches Wyandotte youth about their history and educates them about 
opportunities to return to the community and work in the future. 
Some of these achievements could be said to reflect “the paradox of preserving 
some indigenous traditions by forsaking others” (Harmon, O’Neill and Rosier 2011, 699) 
but this also brings with it an assumption that adaptation and change, as well as profit-
seeking, are not compatible with culture. While the assessment of cultural compatibility 
can only be determined by Native Nations, it would be a mistake to assume that 
entrepreneurship and profit motive are not culturally appropriate (Hosmer 1999). These 
achievements reflect the mantra “sovereignty needs to mean something.” Sovereignty has 
meaning when Native Nations have a government-to-government relationship with non-
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indigenous government entities. These relationships and resulting memorandums of 
understanding allow both for greater cooperation and greater independence of Native 
Nations providing services themselves instead of through the BIA. Traditional ways, 
often adapted for current times and situations, can be practiced when Native Nations have 
sovereignty and self-governance. 
Westernization, Modernization, and Dependency 
The challenge of overcoming colonization and Western domination is a strong 
undercurrent of Native Nation governments. Cornell and Kalt, scholars of the Harvard 
Project, explain that 
The key is the institutions through which tribes govern, the ways they organize 
themselves to accomplish collective tasks. One of the unfortunate consequences 
of a century of federal control of Indian nations is a legacy of institutional 
dependency, a situation in which tribes have had to rely on someone else's 
institutions, someone else's rules, someone else's models, to get things done. On 
many reservations, tribal government has become little more than a grants-and-
programs funnel attached to the federal apparatus. On others, tribes simply have 
adopted the institutions of the larger society without considering whether those 
institutions, in fact, are appropriate to their situations and traditions. Such 
dependency and blind imitation are the antithesis of self-determination. (Cornell 
and Kalt 1998, 11)  
 
Consequently, Native Nations creatively adapting their institutions and forging their own 
path through purposeful modernization is important in transforming a Western model to 
one that is based on each Native Nation’s culture. 
Past policies and even some scholarly literature have reflected a Western bias 
regarding Native Nation government the idea that to be successful, governments need to 
emulate Western-style governments and attitudes. This preference for Western systems is 
implicit even in one of the best sources in the United States for research on Native 
Nations – the Harvard Project on American Indian Governance. For example, underlying 
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the discussion below is the imperative to be more like the dominant government in terms 
of culture and governance: 
Effective self-governance often requires tribes to build or reform tribal institutions 
– constitutions, political structures, policies, and procedures – so that they can 
make full use of natural, human, and financial resources. … 
 
The only way for Indian nations to gain non-Indian citizens’ and governments’ 
respect is to earn it. Tribes that are able to solve compelling problems and 
administer programs and services well are more likely to cultivate widespread 
support for their nation-building efforts. (Honoring Nations 2002, 3) 
 
The Tribal Court Clearinghouse description of tribal courts asserts that “Today, 
tribal justice systems are diverse in concept and character. While some are extensively 
elaborate, others are just beginning to develop a ‘Western’ judicial system within the 
context of their individual nations” (TCC n.d.) The reference to “just beginning” to form 
a judicial system modeled after the West seems to infer that this is the desired path, a 
notion that harkens back to modernization theory as one path to development. As Mazrui 
explains (1968), based on the work of John Stuart Mill, democratic institutions are 
equated with stability and political maturity. Institutions have often been assessed from 
an ethnocentric view that equates development with Western-style democracy and even 
extending to cultural superiority (Mazrui 1968). Hosmer adds that “modernization theory 
argues for the inevitability of assimilation” (1999, 8). While theory has evolved and 
many critiques of traditional modernization theory as discussed in Rostow’s stages of 
growth (1960) have emerged, ideas about the superiority of one form of government over 
another persist without adequately accounting for difference (Hosmer and O’Neill 2004). 
Ideas on development have long been influenced by development theory based on 
assumptions that development would occur following ordered stages and that 
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modernization was both desirable and inevitable. Cultural change was seen as a necessary 
step in achieving true development defined by Western standards (Hosmer and O’Neill 
2004). In fact, as of 2017, seven Native Nations still have BIA CFR courts that are based 
on courts established by the federal government to prosecute Native Americans carrying 
out indigenous traditional practices that were deemed illegal by the government (Flies-
Away, Garrow and Jorgensen 2007). Thus, these courts are relics of a time when the 
government actively and unapologetically sought to change Native Nation cultures.  
Dependency, to some extent, provides a useful alternative to theories of 
modernization. As Hosmer (1999) explains, scholars such as C. Matthew Snipp and 
Joseph Jorgensen have applied this theory to Native Americans through the use of an 
“internal colony model” (Hosmer 1999, 10). Jorgensen (1978) argues that the BIA has 
promoted dependency, creating regulations that cement this relationship. However, 
Hosmer (1999) and Hosmer and O’Neill (2004) point to two central weaknesses in 
applying dependency to Native American development issues. First, the United States 
was intent on expropriating indigenous land more than exploiting indigenous labor 
(Hosmer 1999). Second, the theory does not account for differences in agency and 
outcome. O’Neill explains that “universal assumptions about the relationship between 
capitalism and Native American culture embedded in that framework obscured the role of 
indigenous people in crafting alternative strategies or pathways of development” (Hosmer 
and O’Neill 2004, 7). While some Native Nation governments have been able to preserve 
or reinstate traditional government structures, most respondents to this study reported 
systems adapted in some way from the Western-style of government.  
 
206 
Rather than focusing on the Western model of development, scholars in recent 
years have acknowledged the importance of cultural appropriateness. The Harvard 
Project, for example, emphasizes “cultural match.” Hosmer (1999) advances the notion of 
choosing adaptation and modernization. He notes that these choices are undoubtedly 
constrained by circumstances and policy, but he holds up the examples of the successful 
transformation of the Metlakatlan and Menominee economies as adaptations without 
sacrificing culture. Mazrui refers to a “deep belief in creative friction” (Mazrui 1968, 83) 
that leads to development as the product of conflict and upheaval. Whereas Mazrui 
discusses the turn in scholarship to recognizing the role of tradition in modernization, he 
does not discuss the decision not to modernize, or to selectively choose which elements 
will modernize and which will not. For example, the Acoma Pueblo has carefully 
nurtured and protected its government and traditions, maintaining a traditional, non-
democratic government, even while it pursues broadband for its people and a greater 
ability to integrate with the world through the Internet. Likewise, the development of 
gaming and for-profit corporations are being used as tools of economic development it 
the lower 48 states. Institutions, leadership, and cultural match are embodied in 
modernization processes, as well as creative adaptation, which often involves institution-
building.  
Conclusions 
Traditional theories of political science, such as modernization and dependency, 
are not adequate to explain the dynamics of Native Nations. Instead, the Harvard 
precepts, along with the ideas of creative adaptation and purposeful modernization, are 
better lenses to employ in order to understand the forces that have shaped Native Nation 
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governance in the United States. While no definitive conclusions can be drawn, 
examining the experiences of Native Nations in the United States is enlightening in 
looking at both the considerable challenges that face Native Nations and the long path 
they have taken to creating or adapting their own governments, an ongoing process. 
This chapter synthesized the central findings of this dissertation, discussing the 
survey and interview results. The hypotheses of this study, first that governance is shaped 
in predictable ways by the reservation or corporate system, and second that governance 
that includes significant cultural adaptations reduces conflict with non-indigenous 
government entities, are not supported or negated due to insufficient evidence. 
Nonetheless, the study gathered valuable input from Native Nation leaders in many parts 
of the United States, expanding knowledge of creative adaptations of Native Nations, as 
well as applying the Harvard precepts to governance broadly speaking, with less focus on 
economic development and more focus on how effective leaders themselves feel they are 
given their unique circumstances.  
Agency is difficult to measure. Nonetheless, it is intrinsically linked to creative 
adaptation. Testimony from Native Nation leaders provide examples of Native Nations 
who have taken over many aspects of governance formerly managed by the federal 
government or who are striving to do so. This allows governance to take place in a 
culturally appropriate way by those who know the issues of the community best. 
Discussions with Native Nation leaders and the survey results give insights into the 
unique circumstance of each community, shaped by history, state and federal policy, 
culture, leadership, and creative adaptation.  
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The evidence gathered is not generalizable but supports the idea that more 
cooperation, consultation, and self-governance are needed to foster effective governance 
across the board in the United States. Sovereignty, government –to- government 
relationships and the trust obligation continue to be fundamental concerns in both the 
lower 48 and Alaska. Land rights are important not just in Alaska where land was given 
to Native corporations, but to many Native Nations in the lower 48 who lost land due to 
federal policies historically. Some lost more than land, their very identity was dealt a 
severe blow when their tribes were terminated by the federal government. The different 
policies affecting Alaska and the lower 48 are important influences on Native Nation 
governance, but not in predictable ways. Native Nations in Alaska and the lower 48 
employ corporations in order to obtain economic sovereignty, a tool of governance that 
opens up doors for health care, a better quality of life and the ability to invest in tools of 
cultural revitalization, from hiring linguists and cultural experts to put language and 
tradition into writing, to cultural camps and immersion programs to teach future 
generations ancestral ways so that they can make their own adaptations with a firm 
foundation and knowledge of the past. Each Native Nation in its own way gives meaning 
to sovereignty. 
In sum, while some of these topics, such as opinions about whether or not 
indigenous people feel that casinos benefit their communities, are measurable by surveys 
with higher response rates, others are not so easily quantifiable. Gaining a deeper 
knowledge of indigenous communities requires an in-depth understanding that is best 
gained by triangulating information from different sources, with the subjects of the study 
always foregrounded as sources. In other words, direct input from indigenous peoples on 
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surveys and interviews brings factual information to life. Because of the complexities of 
Native Nations and the many differences that exist, it is beneficial to closely examine 
cases and examples, taking care not to generalize because of the unique nature of each 
Native Nation. Thus, while this study did not have the desired number of responses, it 
adds to the body of knowledge of methods used when examining Native Nations, theories 
that can be employed, examples of the complexities of Native Nation governance and 




CHAPTER VIII – CONCLUSIONS 
This concluding chapter will provide a summary of the previous chapters and 
draw final conclusions regarding the dissertation. The first section briefly reviews the 
previous chapters. It then proceeds to sum up the findings in the following order: 
Research questions and hypotheses, limitations and flaws of the study, themes of 
sovereignty, purposeful modernization, and creative adaptation, followed by 
corporations, gaming, and economic sovereignty. This chapter then discusses 
recommendations for future research, the contribution of this study to the discipline, and 
last, policy recommendations. 
Recap 
Chapter One introduced the topic of study, how this dissertation would be laid out 
and the research questions discussed below. Chapter Two provided a comparative 
analysis of the history of policies toward tribes in the lower 48 and Alaska, and Chapter 
Three reviews the literature relevant to this study. Chapter Four laid out the methodology 
and the theoretical concepts this study draws upon. Chapter Five presented the results of 
the survey research; Chapter Six summarized the interviews conducted for this project 
and Chapter Seven analyzed the findings of both the surveys and interviews. 
Findings 
Research Questions 
This study explored two research questions. First, How do different circumstances 
of tribes in the United States affect their ability  to govern? Second, How does the agency 
of tribal leaders, in addition to cultural adaptations of the tribe, affect the amount of 
conflict that ensues between tribes and non-tribal government entities? To address the 
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first question, this study hypothesized that tribes affected by the Alaska Native 
corporations have more flexibility in the ways they govern because they are not subject to 
the same restrictions as the reservation system, which is governed by the Bureau of 
Indian Affairs. The data gathered did not support this first hypothesis; the reality is far 
more complicated. Survey respondents and interviewees from Native Nations affected by 
the ANCSA did not report more flexibility in the way that they govern. While some 
maintain that the systems were just different and did not actually weaken tribal 
leaderships, several interviewees reported that the corporate system leads to not only the 
corporate leadership gaining power and the tribal leaders losing power, but at times to a 
power struggle between tribal leadership and corporate leadership. Further, the system 
that allows such economic and cultural influence for corporations has contributed to the 
diminished status of tribes in Alaska. This situation is underlined by the memo issued by 
the Attorney General of Alaska, Jahna Lindemuth, in 2017 in response to the governor of 
Alaska, letting him know that tribes do indeed exist in Alaska and have legal recognition. 
The fact that Alaskan tribes do not have a land base does affect them, but they are not 
unique in the regard. Many Native Nations in the United States lost their lands, often due 
to government policies such as allotment and termination; for instance, most tribes in 
Oklahoma do not reside on reservations. 
Each Native Nation has different assets and constraints; while all are affected to 
some degree by state and federal policies, their circumstances vary greatly, including 
their relationships with the federal government through the BIA. For example, while 
many tribes in Alaska have relatively little dealings with the BIA, on Metlakatla, the BIA 
agent lives on the island and has a close relationship with the community. Metlakatla is a 
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reserve and thus more interaction with the BIA is to be expected, but it is not always a 
positive relationship for many Native Nations in the lower 48. When the BIA officer for 
the Navajo was a member of the Navajo Nation, the relationship was productive. 
However, another tribal respondent reported that BIA was useless and presented more 
bureaucratic obstacles then assistance and value in carrying out the federal government’s 
trust responsibility. Chairman W. Ron Allen explained a complex relationship with the 
BIA; the Port Gamble S’Klallam Tribe became self-governing in order to exert more 
control over their own affairs. Nonetheless, the tribes rely on BIA resources and at times 
looks to the BIA to help protect legal and treaty rights. According to interviewees in 
Alaska, while the BIA is not as intimately involved in Native Nation affairs, it does play 
a role in providing resources for law enforcement and education. 
Regarding the second hypothesis under consideration, Tribes whose governments 
have higher levels of native decision-making and more cultural adaptations have less 
conflict with non-tribal government entities, it was not possible to support or deny this 
hypothesis based on the information gathered. The survey responses did not show a 
consistent pattern between those who feel they have greater agency in making decisions 
have a higher/lower level of trust in the state and federal government. The low number of 
responses limited the data. Moreover, both the survey and interview responses indicated 
that these relationships were too complex to draw a direct causal line—conflict at times 
arises from state and federal policies and can be alleviated or exacerbated by the 
relationships with these entities as well as the degree of consultation that takes place. The 
original plan of this study also indicated that lawsuits filed would be triangulated if 
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relevant. However, the lack of data measuring agency and the complexity of the court 
cases obviated this path as well. 
This study indicates that rather than being determined by cultural salience, 
conflict between Native Nation governments and non-indigenous US government entities 
is driven by two principal factors: first, state and federal policy, and two, relationships 
between the Native Nation representatives and state and federal government 
representatives. This explanation is supported by the survey responses and the interviews. 
Thus, the examples discussed here in Alaska and the lower 48 states do not demonstrate 
that certain circumstances lead to specific outcomes in terms of governance and conflict. 
Instead, they show that each experience differs based on not only broad governmental 
policies but also the decisions Native Nation leaders have made, the culture that informs 
their worldview, and their unique assets and constraints. It is telling that several in 
interviews and surveys indicated their greatest achievement as survival- while survival 
may seem to refer to the baseline of life indicators, it actually refers to something greater. 
Native Nations have adapted to a dominant structure in their own ways and persevered 
and thrived. Each path has been unique, but many have broader lessons that are being 
imparted. For example, assuming control of services themselves allows for a more 
efficient and culturally-specific development process, as Native Nations strive to develop 
economically, politically, and culturally. 
Limitations 
The HPAIED points that research related to indigenous peoples are often 
complicated by issues of coordination and privacy of data, making the data fall short “in 
quantity and quality” (2007, 11). Unfortunately, while this project aspired to collect a 
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wide range of data, it is the not the omnibus of data and triangulation the researcher 
hoped for. As predicted based on the literature regarding surveys conducted with 
indigenous populations in the United States, the number of responses to the survey was 
too low for the findings of this study to be generalizable. Nonetheless, the responses to 
the survey and interviews were conducted with leaders in several different states in the 
lower 48 and different parts of Alaska, allowing for a contribution to the body of 
knowledge regarding indigenous peoples and development in terms of governance and 
cultural adaptation. Moreover, given the diversity of Native Nations in the United States, 
all generalizations must be made with great care and the acknowledgment that there is no 
one person, or set of data, that speaks for all Native Nations or all members of any 
individual Native Nation. 
The study is also limited by not using indigenous methods. While the study 
attempted to do so in some ways, discussed below, the methodology cannot be 
considered indigenous. Drawson, Tooms and Mushquash (2017) identified important 
elements in studies using indigenous methods. Studies that employ indigenous methods 
provide the context, meaning who the researcher is and who the groups are. This study 
identifies the researcher, a non-indigenous person and many, but not all of the groups 
surveyed and interviewed in order to protect the confidentiality of groups. Drawson, 
Tooms, and Mushquash (2017) also point out the importance of respecting indigenous 
sovereignty and emphasizing the importance of indigenous worldviews. This study 
attempted to fulfill these goals by making it clear there was no compulsion to complete a 
survey or participate in an interview and by seeking as much direct testimony from 
respondents as possible and including that input in the dissertation. The results are 
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subjective; consequently, inevitably, the end result imperfectly conveys indigenous 
voices. Moreover, where the study certainly falls short is in involving the indigenous in 
the research design. While a few indigenous scholars were consulted about the design, 
true input would have required more close and intensive work with indigenous groups. 
Themes 
Common themes from respondents in this study included the importance of 
culture, sovereignty, the trust responsibility, government-to-government relationships and 
economic power. These themes reflect those identified by the work of the Harvard 
Project, as well as the concepts of purposeful modernization and creative adaptation. 
Such Harvard precepts include sovereignty, institutions, cultural match, and leadership 
this study goes beyond these precepts by examining efforts to build Native Nation 
governments through creative adaptation and purposeful modernization. 
Sovereignty 
Attendees at the TIBC (July 2017) often invoked the phrase “sovereignty needs to 
mean something.” This study found that sovereignty has many different interpretations, 
which are conditioned by the perspective of the person invoking sovereignty. Sovereignty 
has multiple layers of meaning, including government-to-government relationships and 
consultations, themes echoed throughout the interviews and surveys. Interviewees noted a 
sovereign right to pursue subsistence, including hunting and fishing on indigenous lands, 
that conflicts with stated notions of “equality”—more pointedly, if everyone is equal, 
there is no “special” access to traditional indigenous hunting and fishing grounds. The 
conflict over lands for subsistence and the need to treat tribes as partners to address 
challenges were both highlighted by testimony to Congress in 2018: “unlike the Lower 
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48, neither the Federal nor the State government recognizes our right as a matter of policy 
or law to manage our fish and wildlife resources, despite having successfully done just 
that for thousands of years” (Peltola 2018, 2-3). Peltola argues for empowerment of 
Native Nations to manage their resources; this argument in keeping with the Harvard 
precepts and echoed in the interviews conducted for this study. 
Subsistence is seen by respondents in terms of race and civil rights; policies that 
restrict access to indigenous lands for hunting and fishing or conversely open them up to 
all, whether indigenous or not, do not take into account historical and current connections 
to the land. Peltola suggests replacing burdensome bureaucratic regulations with a pilot 
project of tribal co-management. Her recommendations are aimed at addressing a specific 
problem, declining salmon stock in the Kuskokwim River; nonetheless, this approach 
could have broader applicability for management of resources in both Alaska and the 
lower 48 states. Chairman Allen noted in an interview that the government does not have 
the resources to solve many of the problems facing Native Nation and often federal 
involvement only complicates the problem. Thus, increased management in many areas 
would allow Native Nations to better manage available resource and achieve greater 
sovereignty. 
In Metlakatla, the theme of sovereignty was perhaps most poignant, as interview 
respondents explained their pride in having remained an independent reserve, forgoing 
the benefits of ANCSA for what they see as the superior benefits of managing their own 
resources. This is a particularly interesting view in that they are a reserve, subject to the 
land restrictions of being a reservation. Nonetheless, they express that they have forged 
their own path, creating a productive and cooperative relationship with the BIA, deciding 
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which services they will provide, and which will be turned over to the federal 
government for management. For Native Nations who did choose to take part in ANCSA, 
sovereignty has been complicated. Likewise, the IGRA further complicated the issue of 
sovereignty for tribes in the lower 48. 
Purposeful modernization and creative adaptation 
While many in Metlakatla view themselves as taking a path of greater sovereignty 
than those in mainland Alaska, those who are affected by ANCSA have developed and 
modernized in different ways. While sovereignty and land rights presented them with 
great challenges, they have nonetheless formed powerful corporations not related to those 
formed by ANCSA and worked within their own communities to provide services for 
their people, such as schools, Native language education, tribal courts, and tribal law 
enforcement agencies. Though sovereignty is continually contested, each Native Nations 
continue to assert sovereign rights according to their needs and worldview. 
For many, this adaptation and change does not mean that Native Nations wish to 
be independent of the state and federal government. Those surveyed and interviewed who 
seemed most content were those that had formed working relationships with the 
government entities, including the state government and BIA. They have thrived in 
partnership with non-indigenous government entities. Where the relationship often breaks 
down is when regulations and laws are passed without consultation that do not reflect an 
understanding of Native Nation needs through their input. Native Nations are not 
developing despite their circumstances, they are utilizing the resources they have to forge 
new entities and partnerships. The way this is done looks different for each Native 
Nation, which is why laws passed without consultation that apply to all create problems 
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for individual Native Nations. Purposeful modernization comes from each Native Nation 
and is not imposed by other entities. 
Corporations, Casinos and Economic Sovereignty 
ANCSA is a unique circumstance that shapes the realities of Native Nations in 
Alaska, and, as explained in this study, one that has been construed as being both 
imposed by the state but also affording opportunities for cultural revitalization, economic 
sovereignty, and women in leadership positions. Anders and Anders explain that 
“ANCSA corporations are novel entities which represent congressional efforts to legislate 
a recombination of economy, society, and private government. In a more pragmatic 
sense, they represent an attempt to use the corporate structure to achieve the self-
determination of a Native minority” (1986, 229). This legislation has far-reaching effects 
on Native Nations and governance, particularly because the land base of Native Nations 
was taken away and given to the corporations. The mix of opinions found in this study 
add to the conflicted views reflected in the literature:  
None of this is to say that ANCSA fulfilled the aspirations of Alaska Natives. It is 
far too flawed a settlement. For many Alaska Natives, the most glaring flaw of all 
is that it effectively disinherited all Alaska Natives born after the legislation was 
signed into law. But when considering the pros and cons of ANCSA, one should 
not lose sight of the nonmonetary benefits for all Alaska Natives, such as political 
influence, cultural pride, and self-determination, all of which have strengthened 
and flourished in the decades since 1971. (Metcalfe 2015, 43) 
Some survey responses noted the inequity of ANCSA; Rick Harrison, Co-Chairman of 
the Chickaloon Nation, stated, “It has been 46 years since ANCSA [was passed] and it’s 
[economic benefits] just started to happen for a lot of tribes” (Interview July 27, 2017). 
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While this type of indigenous corporation with a land base and social mission is 
unique to Alaska, it is interesting to note that there is a growing trend toward forming 
corporations among Native Nations. Native Nations have had success forming their own 
corporations to take advantage of the Small Business Administration’s 8(a) business 
development program have been growing (GAO 2012). The Government Accountability 
Office (GAO) reports that federal funds to Tribal 8(a) firms grew faster between 2005 
and 2010 than federal funds to non-tribal firms; in the fiscal year 2005, the government 
awarded $2.1 billion to tribal firms rising to $5.5 billion in 2010. The General 
Accounting Office expressed concerns in its report that there was no limit on the amount 
the Alaska Native corporations could receive; since then a written justification is now 
required for contracts over $20 million (GAO 2016). 
IGRA offers some parallels to ANCSA. Gaming is a complex topic, given that it 
involves the sovereign rights of Native Nations, changes in federal policy affecting that 
Native Nations’ relations with the states, and the use of gaming profits to help achieve 
economic sovereignty. The ability to carry out gaming on reservations is founded on 
IGRA legislation and based on compacts with the state, which determine how much of 
gaming funds will go to the state as well as how gaming funds are used. The compact 
with the state is at times negotiated with little or no controversy; at other times they are 
highly contentious, especially in states with high budget deficits and in which casinos are 
very profitable. Ackerman and Bunch assert that “Tribal-state compacts are also 
perceived as a congressionally approved attack on Indian sovereignty and a major 
concession to the states that in actual practice have permitted substantial state 
interference and control of Indian gaming” (Ackerman and Bunch 2012, 65). In many 
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ways, the arguments made about gaming are reminiscent of the way that many speak of 
ANCSA, as both scholars (Akee, Spilde and Taylor 2015) and interviewees commented 
on the transformative nature of gaming. The struggle with the state over implementing 
gaming and the funds that will go to the state often become a struggle over sovereignty; 
where it becomes a struggle, Native Nations resent the state’s power to interfere in their 
sovereign right to carry out economic activities. 
Gaming is a powerful economic force but just one element of Native Nation 
economic power that has contributed to economic sovereignty for some Native Nations. 
Fixico explains this transformation by saying “the day finally arrived in the late twentieth 
century when American Indian became an economic force to be dealt with in the U.S. 
business world” (Fixico 2005, vii). Those that are not economic forces and lack the 
wherewithal to lobby and to leverage financial resources are still left behind (Interview 
with Chairman Allen 2017), while those that have become economically successful enjoy 
growing influence at the state and national level (Interview with W. Ron Allen, August 9, 
2017; Harmon, O’Neill and Rosier 2011). Importantly, this study finds that Native 
Nations are actively involved in economic development and intent on diversification to 
provide the best opportunities for economic success. Their businesses have become 
increasingly sophisticated as they pursue not only gaming, but government contracting 
opportunities nationally and new models of tourism among other economic endeavors. 
Future research 
 Topics regarding Nations and governance have unlimited potential for future 
research. Further exploration is needed of the role of culture in governance and 
development, how gender factors into who becomes a leader and the ways that women 
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influence governance even in tribes where they are banned from holding leadership 
positions; these are areas about which little literature exists. Future studies could focus on 
the efficacy of Native Nation governments based on Western models compared to those 
who hew to traditional models of governance, as well as any that are in transition from 
one to another. Anderson and Parker (2008) found that Native Nations under PL-280, 
which put Native Nations under state jurisdiction for criminal matters without their 
consent, fostered economic development compared to those with tribal institutions. This 
study could be updated as Native Nations now have had a decade of developing and 
adapting their own institutions.  
Another area ripe for research is the indigenous as agents of development. 
Harmon, O’Neill, and Rosier (2011, 709) explain that “In narratives of U.S. economic 
history that do include them, Indians are often cast as victims of progress they would not 
or could not accommodate.” That notion is being reframed today, and there are many 
avenues that could be taken in an examination of the indigenous and economic 
development. An in-depth examination of which tribally owned businesses take 
advantage of the Small Business Administration Development 8(a) program could answer 
the question of whether larger, more powerful corporations benefit more than the smaller 
Native Nation corporations to which these programs are ostensibly targeted. Further 
studies could be developed on how the economic power of Native Nations has 
contributed to “rich Indian racism” (Spilde 2000) and whether that racism is limited to 
tribes with gaming wealth or extends to Alaska Native corporations as well as other 
profitable tribal corporate entities. While there are innumerable topics that could be 
explored, the final one mentioned is exploring the growing influence of Native Nations, 
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and determining the degree of correlation between the economic power of each tribe and 
their ability to fulfills goals for their tribe on the state and national level. 
Contribution to the Discipline 
This dissertation sought to contribute to the body of knowledge on indigenous 
peoples in several ways. First, it gathered information on Native Nation governance, a 
developing area of research, comparing and contrasting the experience of those in Alaska 
with the lower 48 states, adding insights about gaming and ANCSA, and by examining 
how the different conditions of Native Nations affect leaders’ feelings of efficacy in 
governance. Second, it sought to elevate indigenous voices by having the primary 
information for this project come from survey and interviews with Native Nation leaders 
and highlighting their creative adaptations to their circumstances. Third, it sought to build 
on the research of the HPAIED by further exploring and expanding on HPAIED’s central 
tenets. This dissertation examined the notions of sovereignty, institutions, cultural match, 
and leadership through the surveys and interviews conducted for the project, connecting 
these concepts with the mechanisms of governance. It differs from the work of the 
Harvard Project, which has the goal of enhancing economic development, in that it seeks 
a great understanding of how leaders themselves perceive their ability to govern and 
constraints that they face. The Harvard Project has found that governments function 
better when Native Nation leaders make the decision (Cornell and Kalt 1998; Cornell and 
Kalt 2003; Kalt and Singer 2004; Jorgensen 2007); this study concurs that leaders feel a 
greater sense of agency when they have more flexibility in governing, including taking 
over many services formerly run by the federal government through the BIA. This 
dissertation finds that state and government policies are key elements influencing leaders’ 
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empowerment or constraint; legislation shapes constraints and can greatly affect the 
nature and degree of conflict between Native Nation leaders and non-indigenous 
government entities. 
The findings support the Harvard precepts that culture, institutions, sovereignty, 
and leadership matter. While this project cannot add any generalizations on these topics, 
it does contribute more details to the stories of Native Nations as well as considering the 
importance of state and federal policies both to the circumstances of Native Nations that 
shape how they govern, but also how these policies influence their relationship with non-
indigenous entities, as well as the role of gender in Native Nation leadership. Federal 
legislation, such as ANCSA and IGRA and have led to monumental changes in the 
circumstances of tribes and their relationships to outside entities. A consideration of these 
complex factors is necessary to understand the situation and needs of Native Nations. 
This study sought to explore the role of gender more in depth; the findings on gender are 
not conclusive by any means, this is an area that can and should be the subject of future 
dissertations and studies focused solely on this issue. 
Scholars such as Caldwell et al. (2005), Worl (2003) and Drawson, Tooms and 
Mushquash (2017) have outlined the tendency of literature to focus on the problems 
facing indigenous peoples rather than their successes. This research included problems 
and challenges, but also seeks to highlight achievements and creative adaptations, 
showing how Native Nations have survived and adapted to a history full of not only 
political challenges but assaults on the survival of their people. In doing so it seeks to 
contribute to the new methods used to study indigenous peoples (Botha 2011, Lightfoot 
2017). This study foregrounds the importance of creative adaptation in indigenous 
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governance. Purposeful modernization is also important as is not modernizing- the 
decision to adhere to traditional cultural norms that might not be broadly accepted outside 
of that particular Native Nation. These concepts are as important in academia as they are 
in policy, as Native Nations strive to maintain a balance in their government-to-
government relationships with officials from institutions at all levels of governance, 
whether municipal, state, or federal. 
Policy Recommendations 
Below are policy recommendations based on the research for this study are discussed 
concerning self-governance and consultation. These recommendations are in keeping 
with President Donald J. Trump’s proclamation in 2017: 
My Administration is committed to tribal sovereignty and self-determination. A 
great Nation keeps its word, and this Administration will continue to uphold and 
defend its responsibilities to American Indians and Alaska Natives. The United 
States is stronger when Indian Country is healthy and prosperous. As part of our 
efforts to strengthen American Indian and Alaska Native communities, my 
Administration is reviewing regulations that may impose unnecessary costs and 
burdens. This aggressive regulatory reform, and a focus on government-to-
government consultation, will help revitalize our Nation’s commitment to Indian 
Country. (para 3) 
 
The goals of many Native Nations leaders align with the commitments stated by 
President Trump; they would like to implement self-governance or increase the programs 
that they oversee. 
One interviewee recommended dismantling the BIA. While perhaps a radical 
suggestion, in a time when many of its key positions remain unfilled and the federal 
government is seeking to devolve responsibility to state entities, reducing the size of the 
BIA or eliminating it and placing any needed functions with another agency is something 
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to think about. Native Nation leaders are ready to take control and responsibility for 
governance and service; however, they are also cognizant of the trust responsibility of the 
federal government and need for the resources to carry out all aspects of governance, 
from education to essential public services such as the provision of electricity and water, 
still lacking in many areas where indigenous reside. Any changes made to the BIA must 
be made in consultation with tribes. Given the number of Native Nations in the United 
States, this is not always an easy task, and a single solution is likely inappropriate. The 
unique circumstances of each Native Nation can and should be taken into account. In the 
interviews and in the survey answers, respondents brought up the concern that while they 
are often consulted, they are not sure that their input is taken into account when decisions 
are made. 
Native Nations can assume control of their own services, or as, Peltola suggests, 
implement systems of co-management between Native Nations and non-indigenous 
government entities. Such initiatives, as well as passing legislation such as The Tribal 
Energy Development and Self-Determination Act Amendments of 2017, to empower 
Native Nations to make decisions about energy issues and lessen the need for approval by 
the Department of Interior (Hoeven 2018), are stepping stones to giving sovereignty 
meanings. Just as important, increasing the dialogue between indigenous governments 
and the federal government and filling key positions in the executive branch so that the 
absence of personnel does not service is a reason for bureaucratic delays. A concrete step 
that can be taken is to form a new Department of the Interior Secretary’s Tribal Advisory 
Council (STAC) as proposed to Zinke in 2018. The TIBC already consists of 
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representatives selected by Native Nation regions, whereas the current STAC 
representatives are chosen the by the executive branch (Allen and Harrison 2018). 
As the Native Nations continue on their paths to cultural revitalization and 
economic development, government entities must reimagine these relationships, 
establishing government-to-government relationships with each Native Nation as a way 
to move forward on a new path that does repeat the prescriptive policies of the past. 
These recommendations just touch on changes to modernize relationships in a way 
respectful of all cultures in the United States and give meaning to the inherent 












APPENDIX A Survey 1 
This survey is part of dissertation work for the International Development Doctoral 
Program at The University of Southern Mississippi. Your participation is completely 
voluntary and you can quit the survey at any time without penalty. All persons and data 
will remain confidential. By taking this survey, you consent to your confidential input 






Thank you for taking the time to complete this survey! Your participation helps to 
increase the knowledge base and scholarly works about Alaska Native and Native 
American governance. 
The purpose of this research project is to gain the input of tribal leaders on issues of tribal 
governance and relations with state and federal entities. You are invited to participate in 
this research project because you are a tribal leader. 
Your participation in this research study is voluntary. You may choose not to participate. 
However, if you decide to participate in this research survey, you may still withdraw 
from the study at any time. If you decide not to participate in this study or if you 
withdraw from participating, you will not be penalized.  
The procedure involves filling an online survey that will take approximately 5-10 
minutes. Your responses will be confidential. You are given the option to provide your e-
mail address at the end to participate in an interview; however, if you do not wish to have 
your name and e-mail associated with the survey but wish to participate in an interview, 
you can contact the researcher by phone or e-mail.  
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All data is stored in a password protected electronic format. To help protect your identity, 
the surveys will not contain information that would personally identify you unless you 
voluntarily identify yourself by including your contact information at the end. The results 
of this study will be used for scholarly purposes and in addition may be published. The 
data may be shared with my faculty advisor, Dr. Robert Pauly. 
This research has been reviewed according to University of Southern Mississippi IRB 
procedures for research involving human subjects. If you have any questions about the 
research study, please contact the following:  
Michelle Watts michelle.a.watts@usm.edu  757 719-0990 
Dr. Robert Pauly robert.pauly@usm.edu 228 214 3263 
Chair of the IRB at the University of Southern Mississippi: 601-266-5997 
 
ELECTRONIC CONSENT: 
By selecting DISAGREE, you do not wish to participate in the research study, and may 
exit your browser.   
By selecting AGREE, you consent that:  
• You have read and understand the information above regarding this study; 
• You are voluntarily agreeing to participate in this study and understand that I 
can opt out at any time without penalty; and  
• You are at least 18 years of age. 
Please select your choice below: 
o AGREE 
o DISAGREE 
Page title pages 1 & 2: General information:  
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1. What is your tribal affiliation? 
2. Are you a tribal leader? 
o yes 
o no 
o other (please specify) 
3. Are you a shareholder in an Alaskan Native corporation?  
o yes (yes directs to question 4; no directs to question 5) 
o no 
4. With which Alaska Native corporation are you affiliated? (choice of 12 or other) 
 
5. Do you work for, or hold an official position (such as being on a board or advisory 
council) in an Alaska Native corporation? yes/no/prefer not to say 
if yes, please specify position text box:  
 
page title page 3: Opportunities for education, cultural enhancement and communications 
6. Please rate the ease with which you, as a tribal leader, can affect change in the 
following areas.  
Rows 
Quality of preschool education available to members of my tribe. Quality of primary 
education available to members of my tribe 
Quality of middle school education available to members of my tribe 
Quality of high school education available to members of my tribe  
Opportunities for members of my tribe to obtain scholarships for higher education.  
Quality of Alaska Native language program for tribal members.   
Public services, such as clean water and electricity 
Provision of needed jobs 
Mitigation of substance abuse 
Subsistence 
Columns:  
No ability to affect change 
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A little ability to affect change 
Moderate ability to affect change 
Considerable ability to affect change 
N/A This does not apply to me or my tribe  
other: (paragraph of text 10 lines/100 characters allowed) 
Presence of Native language programs 
7. Alaska Native Language Programs are available to my tribe on the following levels 
(please check all that apply) 
o Primary school 
o Middle school  
o High school 
o College 
o There are no language programs available in my tribe's language 
o Other (please specify): comment box:  
 
8. My tribe’s greatest achievement is:  
9. My tribe’s greatest challenge is:  
Page 4: The Impact of Alaska Native Corporations on Tribal Life and Culture 
10. To what extent do Alaskan Native for-profit and non-profit corporations influence 





11.  To what extent does the Alaska regional for-profit corporation’s economic activities 
reflect your tribe’s values? 
o The for-profit regional corporation's economic activities are compatible with 
tribal values. 
o The for-profit regional corporation's economic activities do not reflect tribal 
values. 
o The for-profit regional corporation’s economic activities sometimes reflect tribal 
values. 




12. As a shareholder, to what extent do you influence the Alaska Native Corporation's 
decisions? 
o As a shareholder, I have no influence over the Alaska Native Corporation’s 
decisions. 
o As a shareholder, I have little influence over the Alaska Native Corporation’s 
decisions. 
o As a shareholder, I have moderate influence over the Alaska Native 
Corporation’s decisions. 
o As a shareholder, I have considerable influence over the Alaska Native 
Corporation’s decisions. 
 
13. As a tribal leader, to what extent do you influence the Alaska Native Corporation's 
decisions? 
o As a tribal leader, I have no influence over the Alaska Native Corporation’s 
decisions. 
o As a tribal leader, I have little influence over the Alaska Native Corporation’s 
decisions. 
o As a tribal leader, I have moderate influence over the Alaska Native 
Corporation’s decisions. 
o As a tribal leader, I have considerable influence over the Alaska Native 
Corporation’s decisions 
14. All things considered, would you say your tribe is better or worse off because of 
ANCSA? slider: Worse off because of the ANCSA …Neutral…Better off because of 
ANCSA 
15. All things considered, would you say you as an individual are better or worse off 
because of ANCSA? slider: Worse off because of ANCSA …Neutral…Better off 
because of ANCSA 
16. How has the fact that corporations hold title to land in Alaska affected your tribe? 
Tribal Law & government relations  
 
17. When disputes arise that, they are settled primarily: (check all that apply) 
 
o informally within the tribe 
o in tribal courts 
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o peace circles 
o in Alaska state courts 
o other 
 
18. My tribe or community has: 
o A tribal police force 
o A Bureau of Indian Affairs police force 
o A non-tribal police force provided by the state 
o other ____________ 
o  
19. My tribe is part of a shared governance institution (such as a tribal council or 
intertribal court). yes/no if yes please specify what kind of institution: _______ 
 
20. Do female leaders face greater obstacles in governance than males?  
21. The important decisions that affect the community are made by: Tribal 
leaders/state government officials/federal government officials/other.  
22. State government officials include tribal leaders when making decisions that will 
affect the tribe. 
23. Federal government officials include tribal leaders when making decisions that 
will affect the tribe. 
24. The relationship between tribes and the state government is one of trust. (slider) 0 
no trust neutral 100 high level of trust 
25. The relationship between tribes and the federal government is one of trust. (slider) 
0 no trust neutral 100 high level of trust 
Interviews are being conducted for this project to provide more in-depth information on 
these questions and gather meaningful input from tribal leaders. Interviews can be in-
person or conducted by phone or other means.  
If you are willing to be interviewed for this project, please provide your name, 
telephone number and e-mail address here: 
________________________________________ 
To display upon exiting survey:  
Thank you for completing this survey! If you would like information about the survey 
results, please contact the researcher at michelle.a.watts@usm.edu. 
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APPENDIX B Survey 2 
This survey is part of dissertation work for the International Development Doctoral 
Program at The University of Southern Mississippi. Your participation is completely 
voluntary and you can quit the survey at any time without penalty. All persons and data 
will remain confidential. By taking this survey, you consent to your confidential input 






Thank you for taking the time to complete this survey! Your participation helps to 
increase the knowledge base and scholarly works about Alaska Native and Native 
American governance. 
The purpose of this research project is to gain the input of tribal leaders on issues of tribal 
governance and relations with state and federal entities. You are invited to participate in 
this research project because you are a tribal leader. 
Your participation in this research study is voluntary. You may choose not to participate. 
However, if you decide to participate in this research survey, you may still withdraw 
from the study at any time. If you decide not to participate in this study or if you 
withdraw from participating, you will not be penalized.  
The procedure involves filling an online survey that will take approximately 5-10 
minutes. Your responses will be confidential. You are given the option to provide your e-
mail address at the end to participate in an interview; however, if you do not wish to have 
your name and e-mail associated with the survey but wish to participate in an interview, 
you can contact the researcher by phone or e-mail.  
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All data is stored in a password protected electronic format. To help protect your identity, 
the surveys will not contain information that would personally identify you unless you 
voluntarily identify yourself by including your contact information at the end. The results 
of this study will be used for scholarly purposes and in addition may be published. The 
data may be shared with my faculty advisor, Dr. Robert Pauly. 
This research has been reviewed according to University of Southern Mississippi IRB 
procedures for research involving human subjects. If you have any questions about the 
research study, please contact the following:  
Michelle Watts michelle.a.watts@usm.edu  757 719-0990 
Dr. Robert Pauly robert.pauly@usm.edu 228 214 3263 
Chair of the IRB at the University of Southern Mississippi: 601-266-5997 
ELECTRONIC CONSENT: 
By selecting DISAGREE, you do not wish to participate in the research study, and may 
exit your browser.   
By selecting AGREE, you consent that:  
• You have read and understand the information above regarding this study; 
• You are voluntarily agreeing to participate in this study and understand that I 
can opt out at any time without penalty; and  
• You are at least 18 years of age. 
Please select your choice below: 
o AGREE 
o DISAGREE 
Page title pages 1 & 2: General information:  
14. What is your tribal affiliation? 
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15. Are you a tribal leader? 
o yes 
o no 
o other (please specify) 
16. Are you a shareholder in an Alaskan Native corporation?  
o yes (yes directs to question 4; no directs to question 5) 
o no 
17. With which Alaska Native corporation are you affiliated? (choice of 12 or other) 
 
18. Do you work for, or hold an official position (such as being on a board or advisory 
council) in an Alaska Native corporation? yes/no/prefer not to say 
if yes, please specify position text box:  
 
page title page 3: Opportunities for education, cultural enhancement and communications 
19. Please rate the ease with which you, as a tribal leader, can affect change in the 
following areas.  
Rows 
Quality of preschool education available to members of my tribe. Quality of primary 
education available to members of my tribe 
Quality of middle school education available to members of my tribe 
Quality of high school education available to members of my tribe  
Opportunities for members of my tribe to obtain scholarships for higher education.  
Quality of Alaska Native language program for tribal members.   
Public services, such as clean water and electricity 
Provision of needed jobs 
Mitigation of substance abuse 
Subsistence 
Columns:  
No ability to affect change 
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A little ability to affect change 
Moderate ability to affect change 
Considerable ability to affect change 
N/A This does not apply to me or my tribe  
other: (paragraph of text 10 lines/100 characters allowed) 
Presence of Native language programs 
20. Alaska Native Language Programs are available to my tribe on the following levels 
(please check all that apply) 
o Primary school 
o Middle school  
o High school 
o College 
o There are no language programs available in my tribe's language 
o Other (please specify): comment box:  
 
21. My tribe’s greatest achievement is:  
22. My tribe’s greatest challenge is:  
Page 4: The Impact of Alaska Native Corporations on Tribal Life and Culture 
23. To what extent do Alaskan Native for-profit and non-profit corporations influence 





24.  To what extent does the Alaska regional for-profit corporation’s economic activities 
reflect your tribe’s values? 
o The for-profit regional corporation's economic activities are compatible with 
tribal values. 
o The for-profit regional corporation's economic activities do not reflect tribal 
values. 
o The for-profit regional corporation’s economic activities sometimes reflect tribal 
values. 




25. As a shareholder, to what extent do you influence the Alaska Native Corporation's 
decisions? 
o As a shareholder, I have no influence over the Alaska Native Corporation’s 
decisions. 
o As a shareholder, I have little influence over the Alaska Native Corporation’s 
decisions. 
o As a shareholder, I have moderate influence over the Alaska Native 
Corporation’s decisions. 
o As a shareholder, I have considerable influence over the Alaska Native 
Corporation’s decisions. 
 
26. As a tribal leader, to what extent do you influence the Alaska Native Corporation's 
decisions? 
o As a tribal leader, I have no influence over the Alaska Native Corporation’s 
decisions. 
o As a tribal leader, I have little influence over the Alaska Native Corporation’s 
decisions. 
o As a tribal leader, I have moderate influence over the Alaska Native 
Corporation’s decisions. 
o As a tribal leader, I have considerable influence over the Alaska Native 
Corporation’s decisions 
14. All things considered, would you say your tribe is better or worse off because of 
ANCSA? (modeled off of World Values Survey Q) slider: Worse off because of the 
ANCSA …Neutral…Better off because of ANCSA 
15. All things considered, would you say you as an individual are better or worse off 
because of ANCSA? slider: Worse off because of ANCSA …Neutral…Better off 
because of ANCSA 
16. How has the fact that corporations hold title to land in Alaska affected your tribe? 
Tribal Law & government relations  
 
18. When disputes arise that, they are settled primarily: (check all that apply) 
 
o informally within the tribe 
o in tribal courts 
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o peace circles 
o in Alaska state courts 
o other 
 
26. My tribe or community has: 
o A tribal police force 
o A Bureau of Indian Affairs police force 
o A non-tribal police force provided by the state 
o other ____________ 
 
27. My tribe is part of a shared governance institution (such as a tribal council or 
intertribal court). yes/no if yes please specify what kind of institution: _______ 
 
28. My tribe participates in the following (please check all that apply): 
o Intertribal cultural group 
o Intertribal Council 
o Intertribal court 
 
29. Do female leaders face greater obstacles in governance than males?  
30. The important decisions that affect the community are made by: Tribal 
leaders/state government officials/federal government officials/other.  
31. State government officials include tribal leaders when making decisions that will 
affect the tribe. 
32. Federal government officials include tribal leaders when making decisions that 
will affect the tribe. 
33. The relationship between tribes and the state government is one of trust. (slider) 0 
no trust neutral 100 high level of trust. 
34. The relationship between tribes and the federal government is one of trust. (slider) 
0 no trust neutral 100 high level of trust. 
Interviews are being conducted for this project to provide more in-depth information on 
these questions and gather meaningful input from tribal leaders. Interviews can be in-
person or conducted by phone or other means.  
If you are willing to be interviewed for this project, please provide your name, 
telephone number and e-mail address here: 
________________________________________ 
To display upon exiting survey:  
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Thank you for completing this survey! If you would like information about the survey 
results, please contact the researcher at michelle.a.watts@.usm.edu. 
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APPENDIX C  Draft Interview Questions 
Semi-structured interview questions (for tribal leaders in Alaska that are not a part of the 
reservation) 
1. What is your position with tribal government?  
2. What is your tribal affiliation? 
3. In what ways, if any, have Alaska Native for-profit and/or non-profit corporations 
facilitated cultural activities? 
4. In what ways, if any, have for-profit and/or non-profit corporations facilitated the 
preservation of cultural values and practices? 
5. In what ways, if any, have for-profit and/or non-profit corporations inhibited cultural 
values and practices? 
6. In what ways, if any, do regional corporations affect the political life of your tribe? 
7. In what ways, if any, do village corporations affect the political life of your tribe? 
8. In what ways has ANCSA benefited your tribe? 
9. What changes, if any, would you like to see in ANCSA in the coming years? 
10. Who makes the key decisions that affect your tribe? 
11. What role does gender play in tribal leadership? 
12. How is community policing handled? How involved is the tribe in community 
policing? 
13. Describe how disputes are handled in the community. 
14. In your community, are there any laws that have been implemented at the request of 
the tribe?  
15. In what ways does your tribe collaborate with other tribes? 
16. In what ways does the tribal government work with the state government? 
17. Describe the relationship between the tribal government and state government. 
18. In what ways do tribal representatives interact with the federal government?  
19. Describe the relationship between the tribal government and federal government. 
20. What are the major accomplishments of your tribal government? 
21. What challenges does your tribal government face?   
22. What challenges does your tribe’s community face?  
23. Are there any changes you would like to see in the tribe’s relationship with the state 
or federal government?  
Semi-structured interview questions (for tribal leaders on reservations or other, such as 




1. What is your position with tribal government?  
2. What is your tribal affiliation? 
3. In what ways, if any, has the Bureau of Indian Affairs facilitated cultural activities? 
4. In what ways, if any, has the Bureau of Indian Affairs facilitated the preservation of 
cultural values and practices? 
5. In what ways, if any, has the Bureau of Indian Affairs inhibited cultural activities? 
6. In what ways, if any, has the Bureau of Indian Affairs inhibited cultural values and 
practices? 
7. In what ways, if any, does living on a reservation affect the political life of your 
tribe? 
8. In what ways, if any, does living on a reservation affect the economic life of your 
tribe? 
9. Does your reservation have a casino? 
10. If so, has the casino benefited your community? 
11. In what ways is the casino compatible with tribal values? 
12. In what ways is the casino incompatible with tribal values? 
13. In what ways, if any, does the casino effect the political life of your tribe? 
14. Who makes the key decisions that affect your tribe?  
15. What role does gender play in tribal leadership? 
16. In what ways does your tribe collaborate with other tribes? 
17. What changes, if any, would you like to see on the reservation in coming years? 
18. In what ways does the tribal government work with the state government? 
19. In what ways do tribal representatives interact with the federal government?  
20. What issues or obstacles do the tribe face working with the local, state or federal 
government?  
21. What are the major accomplishments of your tribal government? 
22. What challenges does your tribal government face?   
23. What challenges does your tribe’s community face?  
 
Semi-structured interview questions (for lawyers- questions will be asked if applicable to 
the individual) 
1. What, if any, is your tribal affiliation? 
2. What is your role working with casinos/Alaska Native corporations? 
3. In what ways, if any, has the casino/Alaska Native corporation facilitated the 
preservation of cultural values and practices? 




5. In what ways, if any, has the casino/Alaska Native corporation inhibited cultural 
values and practices? 
6. In what ways, if any, has casino/Alaska Native corporation benefited your 
community? 
7. In what ways, if any, is the casino/Alaska Native corporation compatible with tribal 
values? 
8. In what ways is the casino/ Alaska Native corporation incompatible with tribal 
values? 
9. In what ways, if any, does the casino/ Alaska Native corporation effect the political 
life of your tribe? 
10. Who makes the key decisions that affect your tribe?  
11. What role does gender play in tribal leadership? 
12. In what ways does your tribe collaborate with other tribes? 
13. What changes, if any, would you like to see on the reservation in coming years? 
14. In what ways does the tribal government work with the state government? 
15. In what ways do tribal representatives interact with the federal government?  
16. What issues or obstacles do the tribe face working with the local, state or federal 
government?  
17. What are the major accomplishments of your tribal government? 
18. What challenges does your tribal government face?   
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